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Mr. Douglas R. Sherwood
Hanford Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
712 Swift Boulevard, Suite 5
Richland, Washington 99352

Mr. Joseph J. Witczak
Unit Supervisor
Regulatory and Technical Support Unit
Nuclear Waste Program
State of Washington
Department of Ecology
P.O. Box 47600
Olympia, Washington 98504-7600

Dear Messrs. Sherwood and Witczak:

0(1403`)O

CLOSE-OUT OF THE 304 CONCRETION FACILITY CLOSURE PLAN NOTICE OF DEFICIENCY
COMMENTS (TS-3-2, M-20-15)

References: 1. Letter, T. L. Nord, Ecology, to S. H. Wisness, RL, "Notice of
Deficiency for the 303-K Radioactive Mixed-Waste Storage
Facility Closure Plan and the 304 Concretion Facility Notice
of Deficiency Response Tables," dated November 6, 1990.

2. Letter, T. L. Nord, Ecology, to S. H. Wisness, RL, "Notice of
Deficiency for the 304 Concretion Facility Notice of
Deficiency Response Tables," dated April 3, 1991.

3. Letter, S. E. McKinney, Ecology, to A. L. Rodriguez, RL,
"Notice of Deficiency for the 304 Concretion Facility Notice
of Deficiency Response Table Dated October 17th, 1991," dated
February 27, 1992.

The U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office ( RL) and the
Westinghouse Hanford Company (WHC) are submitting the completed 304 Concretion
Facility Notice of Deficiency ( NOD) response table to the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency ( EPA) and the State of Washington Department of Ecology 1 Y^
(Ecology). This NOD response table includes the 68 written comments on
Revisions 0 and 1 of DOE/RL-90-03, "304 Concretion Facility Closure Plan," and
the one verbal comment from Revision 2 of the Closure Plan. The basis of
determining completion of the NOD response table is discussed below. Also, RL
and WHC recommend that work on the final page changes to Revision 2 of the
Closure Plan begin immediately. 35 ^7

At the November 17, 1993, Unit Managers' Meeting ( UMM), the status of the
68 NOD comments from Revisions 0 and 1 of the Closure Plan was discussed..1^
The 68 NOD comments were determined either to have been closed by
References
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Revision 2 of the Closure Plan was issued on November 30, 1993, for Ecology's:,
review. At the September 23, 1994, UMM, the Ecology Unit Manager verbally
indicated that the NOD comments (Number 1 through Number 68) from Revisions 0_'
and 1 of the Closure Plan had been adequately addressed in Revision 2 or in
the Hanford Facility Resource Conservation and Recovery Act Permit (Hanford
Facility RCRA Permit). On this basis, all of the NOD comments (Number I
through Number 68) from Ecology's review of Revisions 0 and 1 of the Closure
Plan, are considered to be resolved and closed as of September 23, 1994.

One verbal NOD comment on Revision 2 of the Closure Plan was provided by
Ecology at the September 23, 1994, UMM. This comment noted that the Closure
Plan Chapter 8, "Postclosure," did not include the notice to the local
land-use authority. At the October 13, 1994 UMM, RL and WHC verbally accepted
Ecology's comment. This single Ecology comment and the RL and WHC response
have been added to the NOD response table as Comment Number 69.

With RL and WHC acceptance of Ecology's last verbal NOD comment (Number 69),
RL and WHC consider the Closure Plan workshops and NOD response table to be
complete. To prepare the Closure Plan for future public review and ultimate
inclusion in the Hanford Facility RCRA Permit, work will begin immediately on
the page changes required to incorporate NOD comment Number 69 into the
Closure Plan.

Should you have any questions, please contact Ms. E. M. Mattlin, RL, on
(509) 376-2385 or Mr. F. A. Ruck III, WHC, on (509) 376-9876.

EAP:EMM

Enclosure:
304 Concretion Facility Notice of

Deficiency Response Table

cc w/encl:
Admin. Record
EDMC, H6-08
D. Duncan, EPA
M. Jaraysi, Ecology
S. McKinney, Ecology
F. Ruck III, WHC
J. Bartz, GSSC

Sincerely,

ames E. Rasmussen, Acting Program
Office of Environmental Assurance,

Permits, and Policy
DOE Richland Operations Office

lvvrt^
William T. Dixon, Director
Environmental Services
Westinghouse Hanford Company

cc w/o encl:
W. Dixon, WHC
R. Jim, YIN
D. Powaukee, NPT
S. Price, WHC
R. Wilkinson, CTUIR

Manager
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3e: aotices of De?icienc-,? 'or the 303-Z 2ad'coac. =-re '.'i~.ed-.as.e

Storage :acility C1os-.ire ?Laa and the 304 Concretion :acili:y

votice of De=`_ciency >,es?onse Tables

iear Hr. w=5ness:

This letter transW:=s -coioyr/'s coc=.ents on t:e 303-{ 3acioac:_:e `cxec-

wasze Storage -acili-r and the 304 Conc:e::on raciZi.-J C:osure ?la:

`Iotiee o:' De=: _e c r Response -ables of Cc:ober 1990. ' _:e 3esoonse

.abies were _ div_dually reviewed for cocroliance with final =ac_:__r

status s:s.nda=s in ::_e stata Dangerous =asca Regxlacior.s CCha_te: 173-

C3 :AC

Alt:ouga t'se5e tables were reviewed separately, they were found to :ave

c.e saae -pri3ary areas of concern. These are as iallovs:

1. iie changes proposed co address the lacic Of deta-il in t:ese

.Dia:s will not adequately correct their de:icie^-cies.

2. P.L::oueh t:e staced goal zor these sices is clean cLosure, the

CLOSCra sc_ategy outlined wi_1 not fu1:i11 the : er:o-ance

s:andar=s of the Dangerous wasce 2eguiatio..s : or clean closII7e.

3. The cua'_i assurance and quaii:y control remain iaadecuata.

4. The 3CZA/C:?C.1 integration strategy proposed :o: :`ese si:es

reaai:u iaa?oropria:e and ausc be reevaLuated.

5. Con°ois for the healch and sa:ety hazards associated :.c..

radioac::ve concaainants are s:il1 not adeQu teiy add:esszd.

,he cleanu^ of c^e radioactive eonsciciants re:a i:s

inapproQr=ateLy deferred from the closure ac:ivi:ies.
"cC=1Vc7

NOV 0 3 i2-co

UCc•nL/CC:.
I9a_?F3_.2c

4_ 3
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= aa _ecuesCing that L'SDOE/'=:C respond to taese cocaea_s •:i-^ r_v1sed

-.osure ?1ans. -,hese ?lans should be subcirred no ia:ec t..a.. .a.._a_-j 3,

1991. Should you have questions or concerns :egarding c:ese no c ces,

p lease contact '.!egan L®rcien of ey staff ac (206) 438-3089.

Sincerely,

?icochy L. Nord
Haniord ?roiecc :znager

=n c'_os:s=es

cc: ?. Day - :?5, Zic:^-iand

J. Duncan - _?A, Seattle
:Lc^elena - =colagy,'01•rr?ia

Vene=iar.o (P-1) - ';dC



DE?-°:%=YEVT OF ECOLCGY

NC2ICE OF DE:IC:'c::CY _OR

''.:= 304 CONCRE.ICN ':CI=:

!;co 7=S7CNSE 'A-LE OF CC:OnER 1990

Nove:r.ber 6, 1990

-c---'n4e o-:ng cor=-ents correstor.d to the nunbers from the 304 Cor.cre:_c

Closure ?1an NOD Res=onse :able dated Cccober 5, 1990. ?roposals =ace in the

:oilow'-.^.g coc-en-s are accepted by Ecoiogy:

2 3 5 7 8 9 10 12 15 19

26 29 33 34 36 39 41 43 44 45 46

47 48 49 51 52 53 55 56 59 61 63

64

?roposals made in the following commeZts are acceptad by Ecolo¢y :er.d`-ng

submission of further i.^.foraation as proposed in the USDOE-3L/VriC = er,.onses:

1 6 11 13 14 16 13 23 24 25 30

31 37 40 42 54 58 62 65 67

?roposals made in the following cor_-encs are not accepted by 'ccology:

4 17 20 21 27 28 32 35 38 50 57

60 66

In numerous instances changes to the closure plan are oroposed, •:ec t.._ exac_

1an5.:age i s not provided. Following this course will =esulc in U500E

produc'_ng a docuaent without specific guidance from Ecoiogy. Ia order co

the number of corrections that will be necessary in the next _:'_sio::

of the closure plan, the proposed changes will be addressed wic:`_n the scooe of

the Unit 1Sanagers Yeec:ngs. ?rovide draft text revisions for the

coc^.ent nc_.bers to Ecology for discussion purposes:

4 11 14 17 13 23 25 27 32 31 =•2
54 57 58 60 65

It is ancicipated that the above issues will be the most difficult to achieve

consensus bets+een the parties. Other issues may also cause confusion; text

revisions for these may be provided to Ecology for comment as well.

General Cor,Jnent : USDOE-RL/4riC repeatedly proposes development of c'-ean closure

performance standards that are not in accordance with tSose st'_:u'-ated

under w-AC 173-303-610(2)(b). This is unacceptable; the only closure

performance standards allowable under the Dangerous Vaste Regulacior.s for

clear. closure are those stipulated in T;aC 173-303-610(2)(b). -owever,

while clean closure is a desirable goal in all cases, in some instances it

may not be feasible. If clean closure -is not attainable, then compliance

with the requirements of CAC 173-303-610(7) through -610(11) is necessary.

4. or^+ ^-: This NOD cocment addresses a number of issues, these are as

follows:

a. DOE-RL/GliC pronoses, "If dangerous constituents are determined to exist
in concentrations above action levels and reevaluation of action levels

is not warranted, remediation of the soil will be evaluated under the

CERCU RI/iS process for the 300-FF-3 Operable Unic.• This is not

acceptable. See coaaent numbers 17 and 60.
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:04 Ccnctecicn -acili:y Closure Plan

::CD Zes-jonse Tabie Comments

November 6, 1990

b. DCE-RL/,zj'% states that because the propcsed ae::^.od of closcce _or the

304 Concretion Unic is clean closure, ... a poscc:osura plan _ n.,c

required unless the facii-cy cannoc be clean c:osed.' A

pian is required; this aust be _.^.cluded in the rexc rev:sien of

closure plan.

c. D0E-Ei./.'dC proposes to include a nuz:ber of paragrap;u -i_'.^:n the text

in order to c.arify the definitions of "base?ine," " baseii::e

tires.`.old,' and "act'_on level." These ter=s should be defined in a

section for acronyns, abbreviations, and de_°ir.itior.s sinilar co : a=

provided in part 3 permit applications. How these conce:cs ___- be

used in developing the cleanup strategy to be _=Zle^ented a=t__

obtaining the results of the sampling and analysis at the _.._: s:cu'_d

be provided in both the for= of a narrative ar.d =10 +-c^aa in =: _

ar.vrooriate sections of the closure plan.

2e^_u: azr.e.^.t : CoWpliance with the above is recuiced. ?.ov'_da

language to Ecology for incerin guidance.

15. -- n«-+otfon =-ror : The tsansc=iption of 2colog}•'s NOD recuire=ec=

incorrectly cices ;:.;C 173-303 for the Model Toxics Controi Act

The citacion as originally provided (WAC 173-340) is correct. Refer a'_sa

to ::OD coccenc number 18.

17. Coc-ent : For clean ciosure, the building and concrete and aszca:: -oads

Wust be deccntaminated to the contamination levels stipuiated in 'aAC :73-

303-610(2)(b) or re_oved from the unit boundaries. The approach proposad

for the soil clear.up is ur.acceatable. The soil musc be ,._eaned to a:

least area background levels ( area background is defined in ';2.C 173-3=0-

200). If contamination r emains in the soil thac exceeds the perfor--anc>_
b_standards stipulated in WAC 173-303-610(2)(b), than the uzi= can not

clean closed. A postclosure plan that provides for management of the unic

within the CZRCiA cleanup must be prepared.

?.ecuirement : Compliance with the above is required. See also coment

nu=ber 60.

13. Co,-^enc : USDOE-FtL7;*HC proposes to establish criteria for coatami:aicr.

levels that "pose a sc:bs:anclaS threat to human health or the enviror=en="

for certifying elear. closure.

Reauiremenc : Any criteria developed for threats to hu:an health or the

environment must be based on the cleanup standards of YICA (GAC 173-340).

Any criteria for closure must have Ecology concurrence. For clean

closure, the cleanup standards are stated in WAC 173-303-010(2)(b).

20. Comzenc : USDOE-RL/S.-HC proposes sole use of samples obtained within the
304 Concretion Unit for establishing background concrete conta¢ination

levels. This is not acceptable.

. 2 • .
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1-04 Concretion ?acili:/ Closure ?1an

SOD Response =ab1e Commenrs

vove:cber 6, 1990

cor.taninacicaRe^_ire.^..e^c : Concrete samples from areas not su'bjec: to

must be used for establcsb?ag a background concrete ccncamination va__e.

21. Coe:ner.: : USDOE-RL/--'EiC proposes sole use of sa_pies obcainad . _-_.. the

304 Concrecion Unit for establishing background asphal: ccncaeina:ion

levels. '-^.iis is not acceptable.

Reeuirener,s : Asphalt samples from areas noc subject to conta=i-aticn =ust

be used for establishing a background asphalt contarinacion value.

22. Cenera? Co"enc : Ecology accepcs D0E-31./=iiC's assertion t: at :: e process
'sever begins immediately beneath tie building floor.

Re^_uiceme.^.c : Ecology will require that the per3itting process for c: a'_CO

.Area ?rocess Sewers _ncornorate all sewer 1•:nes to the poinc where they

enter a building floor.

^.. or._^er: •:'::e proposed language is accepcabLe, but f_r_.`.er -..°orWa_zen is

required on this topic in the sampling and analysis plan to adequately

describe the verification sampling.

Recui-eaenc : Describe the sampling and analytical Darame*_ers for the

•rerification sampli::g. This must include the saaple size, targec

analyzes, and euali.r assurance/c_ali.-y control plan. Refer to c..e ZO1-2

?cnd Closure ?1an for guidance.

27. C or-g-na nt: DOE-R:./G'HC proposes expanding the text "to .ndicata the opt'_o1

of cleaning co baseline if feasible."

Recuirement : Cleaning the unit's soils to at least area background

contamination levels is not optional. Revise the closure strategy as

necessary to reflect this. See comment numbers 17 and 60.

28. Comnent : In order to clean close the 304 Concretion Unic, the

contaminacion levels of dangerous wastes and dangerous waste residues Wust

be decontaminaced or removed co meet the performance scandards scipulaced

in :7dC 173-303-610(2)(b).

Reau±remenc : This requirement must be integrated vitain the closure plan.

See commenc numbers 17 and 60.

32. Comment : Development of a soil sampling plan based on the 300 Area

Solvent Evaporator (300 ASE) is i:anpropriace; the 300 AS= is located on
cop of a burial ground.

Reauiremenc : The soil sampling plan must address vadose =one
concamination at this unit.

- 3 - .
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304 Concrecion Facili:y C_osure ?lan

\OD Resocnse T_able Cor^encs

6,.1490Nover:be

33. Corren^_ : Secacse of .he past uses of this buildin;, is not possible co

decer^ine cor.c'-usively what type of concaminancs •._?be ex:eccad ^Il a to

=ast arac:'_ces. For clean closure it is reeui_ed that all dangero_s

casces or :as:e resi-..es (includi::g soil) be c'-eaned or r.-oved co the

oer:o Wance standards stipulated in '.;AG 173•:03-o:C(_)(S)' :evels of

concanina:ion in c:e soils above chese per:o-ance standar_s :ut Se__.

area background values may be managed under the CE3C1_a clean-up if this is

erovided for within the postclosure plan.

Beeuire^e.n.c : Revise the closure plan to corply with the above. See

coamencs 17 and 60.

38. Cor.xien- : Ae.al.asis for only a limiced nu.=ber of organic 'compounds is

proposed, see cocenc nu.:.ber 35.

?ecui:e^en_ : L more cocpre'.^.e^.sive list of organic analytes xust be

evaluated.

44. Cor.menc : Concrete and aspbalt background saapies may not be obtained

within a 7SD _..-t.

?eeuirecen= : Refer to cocrse,.c numbers 20 and 21.

5o. Corzner.c : uS0c5-31/:riC proposes that the reeui_enenc 'or t:z_ni:-soecc`ic

Dersonnel deconcaa'_.^.aticn procedures be provided in the :an=ord S::a--_"e

healch and sa:ety plan.

?eeuire.^.+e.^.c : Th e unit•speci_°ic plan must be presented within the unit's

closure plan. _c is ancicipatad that the health and safe=/ plan for the

304 Concretion unit will be more detailed than that for the Sice-vide.

Refer to comment number 54.

52. o e c: This is accencable if uranium testing is the only variance frcm
the analytical methods st4ulaced in WAC 173-303-110.

Reeuiremen= : Pany analytical methods which deviate significantly from t:^.e
methods stipulated in VAC 173-303-110 must be submitted co =coiogy co
determine acceptance prior co their use.

57. o en : Although Ecology requested. inforWation regardir.g training,

USDOE/VHC states that the information provided is, "sufficient for the
purposes of this closure plan.' The infor=acion presented is not
adequate.

Recuirer..er.*_ : Describe the course contents and list which training is
required for ir.dividuel job classificacions.

- 4 - ^
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304 _JncretioII acil=7 cLosllre Plan

.:.^.D i esDOnse iable COmmenLS

November 6. 1990

60. Cor.-en: : _^here appears co be some con_'ision about the closuc= scrare,y

aecepcable to Ecoloey. This unit is being perni_ted co close under, :iC

173-303, :».erefore, the per=or=ar.ce scanda:ds of ':AC 173-303-617 eusc be

mec. Ecology has decz rm-ined that if clean closu.e o-' the soils co c..ese

scandards is not appro-iriate due to wide spread concaainatioc: t..:ouz`ouc

the 300-F'-3 Operable Unit then the soils eust be cleaned to a'_aca'- area

background contamination levels and the ZC.i?. postclosure eus: be car.a;ed

vichin the reeuireeencs of the CZ.RC,.1 closure.

3eauire.^..enc : Ecology will accept a closure plan in which soils with

contamination levels exceeding the 2erformance scandards sti-pulaced under

WaC 173-303-610(2)(b) Way be left in place under the olior_ng two

conditions: -

:he contamination levels do not exceed the area bac'.:_,round

contaaination levels present :aroughout the 300-r=-3 Operable Unic and

•'_he RC3.1 postclosure plan provides for mar.agecenc of the 304 Cor.crecio^

Unit within the CE2CL; cleanuj.

'tev'_se the closure plan accordingly.

62. Cotcme.^.c : DOE-d.L/'ZdC states, ... equipeent used during closure acc_:'-c_es

will be decontaminated or disposed of according to -_.Is 4.2, 5.4, and

5.5."

Reaui-esent : This is acceptable pending =colo¢y's review of the ci:ed

=:Is. Ecology anticipates that these will be r eviewed as paa of c: e

develoomer.c of the Hanford Site-+ide :ermit.

65. Commenc : DOE-R.L/VdC argues that a legal description of the unit is not

requited at this time because a) it is not reeuired under WAC 173-303 i=

the unic is clean closed or b) if it is not clean closed, the inforxation

would not be provided until after remediation because the size of the area

to be remediaced would not be Ictiovn.

Reau?:emenc : In order co plan a cleanup of this unit, it is necessary co

;ciov the boundaries. Ecology realizes that there is some dif:icuityy in

obtaining the precise legal boundaries at this poinc in time, however, we

also recognize that boundaries sust be decerained in order to dece=ine

the scope of the cleanup for this unit. Provide the legal description of

this unit when the issformation is available. In the interim, provide a

description and illustration of the boundaries of this unit for use in the

closure of the unit. Noce that the asphalted area surrounding the

building will be considered part of this unit. The sampling plan must be

revised to incorporace this area.

66. o m : D0E-RL/WHC proposes co provide a postclosure plan if the soil

cannot be clean closed vhich will describe, "... the incerim stabilization

and care prior to remediacion under the CrRCLA AI/rs process." 'P.:is is

not adequate for the purposes of a postclosure plan. The postclosure plan

- 5 • -
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304 Concrecion .Fac'_licv Closure ?1an

NOD Response Tab1e Coeacena

Vovemoer 6, 1990

musc be provided with c'.^.e closure plan. it e\sc provide _°or aanagecer'._c

ae_=_ _.. :nC
the L•n' C C-^.^OLL^'1

the CLtiC:.-A, closure '^roCe55.

for bV dance. -
_-_---O••C _.^.0 :Oa____5.__e -•"

TC 11 not be ::2Ce55a^! :0

i ^ • .

if che pe_=o_=ar.ce sca^.ca:ds of UAC _73-303-6i0(?)(S) for c_Ba:: `:75 ___

are cec.

4ecu'^eme..- Coxpliance with the above i s ree

68. Cor„aer.c : USD04-ILT./Gr.C explains the cable c_c1e _ndica:`_on of o5 :ecaenc

frequency.

. : This r;pe of izforaacion snould be 7rOvide in the quai-='
R - ^._

3e=== co c __^:
assurancejcual!ry concrol see:?on of the c_osu:e ^:a^•

: S 2ond Closure ?'_an i n deveiopment for guidance.

- 6 - ^



qd

DE?.ka:'-`!E\, OF :COLC6Y

Va::C: C? DEciC:=:ic: FoR

-_.= 303-:{ S-0F2ACfi FAC:L:': NOD

i=S?O.:Sc T1.3Ls OF OC03-:-? 1990

:7ovember 4, 1aa0

'^-e _°oi'ovin3 coe:encs cor:es:o^d co the nu_bers :roa the 303-:: 3a^c^.acc'_•re

::ixed-:asce Storsge Facil'_t-^ Clasure ?1an NOD Res7onse .aole dated Cc:ober 3,

+990. ?roposals made in the ?oiioving coe:ents are accepced by =__-c_j:

1 2 5 8 9 10 11 13 15 18

20 22 29 30 31 35 39 40 42 4S 65

46 47 43 52 55 57 60 61

?rooosals =ade in.. the 'olloving comments are accepted by Ecoio^j pe^.dir.g

:./.eC =aspo.^.ses:submission of :a_::ner in:ornation as proposed in the i;SDCE-R

3 4 6 16 28 32 33 34 36 38 _

43 49 50 54 53 59

?roposals made in the :e'_?oving cocaencs are not accepced by =eolo;,:

7 12 I4 17 21 23 24 25 26 27 23

37 51 53 56 62

In a a._ber of instances c:anges to theclosure plan are proposed, yet the exact

lar.guase is not provided. aollovi^.g this course will result in CSDCr/?"iL

producing a doc•.:aent :achout speci'ic guidance on c: ese topics _°roa 3co-

order to minimi_e the nuaber of corrections t:at will be necessa:-;r in the next

r-.is:on of the closure plan, the prcposed changes will be addressed oritai:: the

scope or the Unit Managers `ieetin5s. Provide draft text rav`_sions for t.._

_ollo-ing com=.ent numbers to EcoioSy for discussion purposes:

4 12 116 25 36 49 50 53 5c 62

it is anticipated that the above issues will be the most difzic_i_ co ac:;eve

consensus between the parties. Other issues may also cause con'•_sion; cext

revisions ior these may be provided to Ecology for comment as well.

Ger.eral Cor.-^:ent : USDOE-.U/vHC repeacedly proposes development of clean closure

performance standards that are not in accordance with chose stipulated

under W.1C 173-303-610(2)(b). This is u^.accepcable; the only closure

performance standards allowable under the Dangerous Gas:e Reg•_latiors :-or

clean closure are t:ose stipuia_ed in ;AC 173-303-610(2)(b). 4ovever,

vhile clean closure is a desirable goal in all cases, in some instances it

may not be feasible. clean closure i s not attainable, tzer. compiiar.ce

with the re quirements of WAC 173-303-610(7) through -610(11) is necessar;:.

3. Com„ent : USDOE-ZT./:^:C states that additionai maps will be provided if a

specific request i s made.

Re0uireme!1: : i:aps which delineate t: e waste mar.ageme.^.c areas, and

describe and illustrate the land uses in the immediace area (i.e., what

are the nearDy buildings, ece.) must be included in the next revision or

the closure plan.
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3J3-- Storage Facil'_cv-Closu=e Plan
::CC :esponse Tabie Cocencs

2:oveaber 6, 1990

.. Ccr^e.^.: : ^he USOC_•?.L/'::C discussion eiong •-c': the proposed ,evc_c'_as

and drawings w i ll Pro•:ide the in:or=ac'_on =-- ues:ed b-Y- ccoio_;.

7-4-a^er_ Revise c`e cexc of the closure ian to -::clude _-_

discussion provided in this response.

7. Ccr.r..ecc : The information prasen:ed is not adequate for doc__encing that

:able 4-1 covers all wastes sent co the unit.

3ec_iremen= : 5dic the cex: and legend regardi-g this cable co znd.ca=e _c

is not cocpre:^.ensive. in addicion, _ncorporace the text 7:esenc2d in

closure plan.

i2. Com=erc : D0E•3L/':EiC proposes co include a nuWber of paragraphs •:ic: in the

cexc in order co cia:'_fy the defi::icions of "Saseline," "baseline

threshold," and acc'_on levei. Any ceras not defined should be defined

in a section for acronyms, abbreviations, and definicions siailar co c:ac

provided in ?a_c 3 pecnic apolicacions. Eoor c:ese _ onceocs 4_11 be used

in developing the cieanup•sc:acegy co be -aplemenced a:cer obcain'-ng _..-

resul.s of the sacapling and analysis at the u-ic should be provided _-

both the form of a:.ar_acive and flov-caar= in r..e approoriaca seccior.s of

the closure pian. Ascertain wnecier or not these - r•.as are appro?r'-c-

iccin the requi_e_encs of C::apcer 173-303 ::AC, see the next . aragrapn for

guidance.

he ^rooosed r.e:cc and ciean closure objec=i-:es are not accencable. ^..-

original recuiresenc in =co:o¢y's NOD stated that c: e closure standard =o-

chis facaiej vill be background. From USDOc-dL/'.'cC's response it a.pears
-that clarificacion of this commenc is necessar,J. Under U^C 173-301

610(2)(b), closure ?erformance scandard, the levels of dangerous waste or

dangerous waste cor.sci:uencs or residues recainir.g afcer c'_osure of a_::i=

may not exceed background environmental levels or designacion 1imi:s for

clean closure. If chese performance standards cannot be mec chen the unic

is subject to subsections (7) through (11) of wAC 173-303•610. Refer co

WAC 173-303-610 for guidance.

;he approach proposed for the soil c:eanuo is unacceptable. The soil =usc

be clear.ed co at leasc area background levels (area background is defined

in (:AC 173-340-200), not baseline. A poscclosure plan that provides for
management of the unit vichin the CERCI:. cleanup musc be prepared.

Ree•:ire!renc : Compliance with the above is recuired.

14. Commenc : USDOE-LT/VdC proposes sole use of samples obcained within the
304 Cor.crecion Unit for escablishing background cor.crece concaminacion

levels. This is not acceptable.

Recuiremenc : Conereae samples from areas not subjecc co contamination
must be used for establishing background conerece con:a=inacion values.

-2- ,



:03-n Storage 2acilit^ Closure Plan

J desronse :able Cocc,encs

So•:e^ber 6, 1750

-coposes to revise =: e _axt to, 7:12 dec'_s'-a.. on

rzcediaccon a-° soil (clean to baseline or defer co C=.:."') ....

- - The soils =us: be :emed:aced to at least area -aci:_=:cuc'_

contamination levels. See cee_znc a^ber /2.

2'_. Ccr.-^e.^.= ' USJOE-?r/^riC *jro?oses atexc revision co state, ... •-asce

-scored more than-9(-F.avs w 1! be trans:-e:red .. .. This does no: __ve a--

tae _n_°o :ation requested in the original comme^.t. It is unaccep:abie to

have dangerous vaste stored in t.`.e same '_oca:icn in -r._c :.:oscrz

71ace.act.:it'_zs are taking

3ecc:-e^e.^.. : Specify the locations where waste will be :cans'e=_ed and

the ti=ing of the transfer for, all waste scored at the cni-, -..--ud_n;

waste scored less than ninety days.

er.- : USDOE-3L/-;;F C will describe any dev:acions 'rom r- ,- ced test

me::ods.

3ecu'_reca.^.t : ?rocedures for any test method vn:c: deviates __, -ted

test =ecaods must be scbmitted to :cology with a r_ques: for appro-:ai o:

the substitute mec:od.

_. Coa:.zr._ : Developcent of a soil sanplir.g ^ian Sased on t: e 300 Area

Solvent Era"rator (300 AS_) i s :r.a?proariate; c:e 300 ?S= 1s '_oca_ed on

top of a bucia'_ ground.

3eeuice^enc : The soil sanpling plan nust address vadose zone

contamination at this unit. ?.ezer to the 2101-M ?ond Closure ?'_a.. '-n

develocmenc for guidance.

25. Coir-e.^.t : USDOE-7I../VrC states that all of the dangerous waste consti:-,encs

scored at the 303-K racilicy are listed on iable 7-1.

3eeuireme^t : This cable must be revised to list all cors cit_encs of

concern. :his includes any radioactive constituents. Refer to Section

-- --6_3--o' the Hanford Federal racili°: Agreemenc and Consent Order. _^.as

requirement aiso applies to coement numoers 26 and 27.

30. Cor.ment : USDOE-RL/':aiC staces that the =nvironmencaS iaves.-:gac-c-s a.:d

Site Giaraccerizacion Manual (=iI :!anual, pf{C-CY-7-7) has been submitted

as part of the Hanford Sice-Ride peraic and that no changes to the :ex:

are required.

Recuirenent : Reference co the entire c?I manual is not acceptable. The

speci_°ic section mus: be referenced. Note that acceptance of any _II

procedure is dependent on Ecology review and aporoval. =cology

ancicioates that cSese will be reviewed as part of the deveiopment of the

Hanford Sice-ride 2erai:.

3 - -
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303-K Scorage 'aci'_i'• C_osure ?1an

;;CD ZesJonse Table Co=.encs

::ovember 6, 1990

=6. Ca_^er.t : is deveiop`_ng a set of cricer'_a :or baseiine •.a_ues

the 300 Area.

^eeci-er..e -:e aopropriate criteria is area background (see ._--..:

number 12) A plan ?or deter^ln- 6 tiese vaiues =ust be s::bmitced to

Ecology; it should incLude at least t:^.e sampiing ?lan, a cuali=v

assurance/euai'_ty control plan, and a timetable for this effort. -..is

plan may be submitted under separate cover and used for .SD units

throughout the 300-FF-3 Operable Unit.

.:. Comment: Concrece and asphalt samples obtained vichin a_SD unic•=i__ not

be accepted for deceraination of background concaninaticn values.

3eouirene.^.c : Refer to comment ^.umber 14.

ii. Cor.ne.^.- : L'SDOE-RL/VdC proposes ravising the text to state, "The 90-day

period vill begin che.n. the aacerial is desigr.atad." As previc•sly scaced,

the 90-day clock begins a t the time or generacion; councing the 90-cay

period from the time of desigaacion is likely to result in non-com=liance.

Recuireme.^.t ; Revise the text t^ state, "-^.ie 90-day period _ill begin :: on

the material is ge-1eraced

^3. Co=en= : A1aoL•g1 icolog- recuested infor--acion regardi-g trainin-,

LTSDOEInC states that the .in=or_ation provided is, adecuace

closure pian." The _n.orsation ?resented is not adequate.

3eeuirement : Describe the course contents and list which training is
required for individual job classifications.

56. Comme.^.t : USAOE-ZL/ViiC states that in no case will a cover design be

necessary. IL it is deterained after the sampling and analysis that it

will be necessary for contaminated soils to be left in place until the

CE.3CLA clear,up then a cover may be reeuired; no oc:er contaminated

materials will be allowed to be left in place. This cover must be

designed and approved prior to closure as part of the postclosure plan.

Reouireme.^.' • Submit speci:ications for cover macerials and design vitai.^.

t4e reeuired ?ostciosure plan. See comment number 62.

62. Comment : USDOE-RL/MdC states that they will not submit a poseclosure

plan. A postclosure plan is required, it should be presented in the form

of an additional chapter to the closure plan with appendices as

appropriate.

Recuire-+enc : a postelosure plan that provides for management of the unit

within the C-^-C:.+ ciear.u-j must be prepared and submitted to Ecology.

4 - ^
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DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY
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April 3, 1991

Mr. Steven H. Wisttes•

Hanford Project Managetr

U.S. DepNrtmenc of tnergy

P.O. Box 550

Rictlland, Washington 99352

Re: Notice of Deficiency for the 304 Concretion Facility Notice of

Deficiency Response Table

Dear Mr. Wisness:

This letter transmits Ecology's comments on the 304 Concrrcion Facility Closure
Plan Notice of Deficiency Response Table dated January 30, 1991. The infnrmation

presented was reviewed for compliance with final faciLiLy status standrrd-, in the

srate Dangerous Waste Rugulations ( Chapter 173-303 WA!').

The areas of eoncertt for this closure plan are as follows:

1. The level of detail is inadcquate.

2. Proposals relating to closure standards will be impacted by a closure
policy that is currently being developed by the Nuclear and Mixed Waste

Management Program ( N6MWMp).

3. The quality assurance and qualicy control provisions remain inadequace.

4. Controls for the health and safety hazards associated with radioactive
contaminants are still not adequately addrussed. Furthermore, it is
unacceptable to omit cleanup of the radioactive constituents from thARw
closure activities.

Atr::d!'vra. D

APR 0 8 1991

DOE-HLJAMH

f91-EA8-10.5
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Ht. Sceven N. Wisness

April 3, 1991

USDOE/WHC must respond to these comments with a revised closure plan. However,

because the revision will be affected by the N6HWMP Closure Policy under

development, the date for submittal will be cransmlccad Lu USDOE/VSIC with the

finali2ed policy. Should you have quesLtu.ss or coneerne regarding thic nocice,

please contact Ms. Neg+n Lerchen of my staff at (206) 4,39-3089.

Sincerely,

Timothy L. Nord

Hunford Project Hanagcr

Enclosure

cc: P. Day - EPA, R.ichlrnd

D. Duncan - EPA, Sea[.r.le

D. Nyldnder - Ecology, Kennewick

T. Michelena - Ecology, Olympia

T. Vencziano (AR) - WHC
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DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY

NOTICE Of DEFTCTENCY FOR

THE 304 CONCRETION FACILITY

NOU RESPONSE TABLE OF JnNUARY 1990

April 3, 1991

The following comments correspond to the nwnbers from the 304 Concretion Facility

Clo:.ure Plan NOD Response Table dated January, 1990. Underlined numbers signify

changes made since the previous NOD. rroposals made in the following commencs

are acceptcd by Ecology:

2 3 5 7 8 9 10 7] 12 1-4 15
19 22 2G ^ 29 11 33 34 36 39 41
47 43 44 45 46 47 1.8 49 51 52 .53

55 56 56 59 61 63 64 ¢5

Proposals made in the following comments are accepted by Ecology pending our

review of further informacion as proposed in the USDOE-RT./WHC respon.-es:

1 6 13 16 18 23 24 25 30 37
40 54 62 65 67

Proposals made in the following eommencs are not accepted by Ecology:

4 17 20 21 27 32 38 50 5.7 60 66

4. USDOE/WHC Proposal: A number of proposals relat.ing co closure scandards

are made,

17

Ecology Response: Ecology is developing a policy for soil closure

standards. It is anticipaced ehac this policy will impact the proposaln
made by USDOE/WHC. In keeping with the Tri-Parcy Agreement, an incegraL

part of this policy will be the goal of uuly one remediation at any unic;
i.e., it will not be acceptable Co poscpuna any part of che closure
activities co the 300-FF-3 Operable Unic response. This closure policy
will be made avaLlable co USDOE/WHC as soon as poasible.

USDOE/VETC Proposal: USDOE-RL/WHC discussas a closure strategy.

Ecology Response: The acceptability of this pruposal will be dependcnc on
conformance with the Ecology closure pollcy which is in development. Sae
number 4.for details.

18. USDOE/VHG Proposal: Secting healch-banud scandards for closure.

Ecology Response: The Ecology policy for closure will cover healch-based
standards. S.• number 4.
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304 Concretion Facility Closure Plan

Second NOD Re.pnnse Table Comments

April 3, 1991

20. USDOE/VHC Proposal: Using TCLP to drwuLucrace that potentially

contaminated concrete samples do nor designate as dangerous wasce.

Ecology Response: This approach seems reaaonable but too narrow in scope:

following the designation procedure delineated under WAC 173-303-070 will

be acceptable. This may not be sufficient for clean closure, however, and

it will be necessary to eLose in accordance with "he Nbei4)MP closure policy

undmr devslopment. Sea number 4.

21. USDOE/VHC Proposal: similar testing for uaphalt as for concrete to

demonscret.e chat it is not dangerout waste.

Eeology Response: This approach will be accepteble under the same caveats

ns for concrete. See number 20.

23. USDOE/WHC Proposal: Determination of area background is proposed at the

surface, one foot, and two feet depths. It is staced that, •If general or

source contamination exists, it would be from the past practice operacic,,c

end not from operations conducted in the 304 Facility. The Tri-Parcy

Agreement states source contamination will be evaluated and remediated

under the CERCLA RI/FS process."

Ecology Response: it is not clear if this proposed background

decermination is to be used as part of the Hanford Sice-Siide background
study. If it is not, this should be ulearly stated. If it is, this
evaluation of the vadose zone background cuntaminant levels is coo limiced
in scope. Seeause comparisons of concaminated vadose zone data to the 300
Area baekground data must be between the same soil horizons for this unit
and others, the plan must be expanded to include deeper soil horizons.
Refer to the Hanford Sita-LTide soil baekground study for reference.

In the quoted statement, the first sentence is unsubstantiated and the
second sentence is not in agreement with the general tenor of the Tri-
Party Agreement and will not be in accordance with che closure policy
under development by the N6HWHP. The quoted statement should be deleted.

25. USDOE/VHC Proposal: Incluston of the proposed flowchart (Figure 6•1) and
text (Section 6.2). There is no flowchart labelled Figure 6-1, howevar,
the chart labelled CEN\122890-A appears to fulfill the same function and
was assumed to be Figure 6-1.

Ecology Rasponse: The flowchart is acceptable but will probably rcquire
some revision to accommodate the closure policy currently under
development. The proposed text seems a little sketchy; further details

2

1
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304 Concrelion Facility Closure Plan

SecondNOD Response Table Comments

April 3, 1991

must be provided in later Cexl. It will also uccd to be revised to

accommodate the closure policy under developmenc. See number 4.

77. USDOE/HHC Proposal: USDOE/WNC states, 'Uith cl,e exception of imminent

danger, all soil remediacion will, be conducced under the CERCIA P.I/FS

process."

Ecology Response: This is unacceptable, see previous Ecology NOD's for

this unit. Additionally, it will be in con£lict. with the Ecology closure

policy in development. See numbor 4 for additional details.

32. USDOE/fJNC Proposal: Sampling of soily to a maximum depth of two feet

because it is predieced chat contaminants will remain in the uppormoet

portion of the vadusa zone due to soil sorption.

Ecology Response: Vhile it is correct that sorbed contaminants would be

expected to be in the uppermost layer, assuming that all contaminants will

sorb Is not correct. See, for example, Freeza and "+orry 1979 or U.B.

Mills at a2., Journal of Association of Gro nd Uater Scientists and

EngIneers , Mareh-April 1991.

Samples must be taken at the soil-concrete and soil-asphalt interfaces,

one foot, two feat, and three feet depths. The closure plan m"t describe
the sampling methods, sample sizes, and analytical methods to be amployed.

The closure plan must also have detailed provisiox.s for the case where

contamination is decacted at three feet (the lowest horizon). This

contingency must be provided for in the scheduling of the closure

activities. More specifically, the plan must have plans for

resaaryling co greater depths and removal/remediation of contamination at

depths greater than the initial soil sampling. in addition, all phases
of the closure activities must occur in a timely fashion (inaludinE any
resampling and removal/ramediatiun na:easary). See number 23.

35. USDOE/VtiC Proposal: lteevaluation of the chemicals known to have been
stored and used in the 304 Facility.

Ecology Response: The reevaLuation is acceptable buc implementacion may
be impacted by the closure policy under development ( as discussed at the
February 12, 1991, Unit Manager's Meeting). See number 4.

38. USDOE/iiHC Proposal: The compounds listed in Table 7-1 are the only
organic compounds associated with the 304 Facility and the only organic
compounds which will bc evaluaced for cloeure.

- 3 -
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304 Conc[etion Facility Closure Plan

Second NOD Response Table Commants

April 3, 1991

Ecology Response; This is unacceptable. See number 35.

50. USDOE/1J$C Proposal: Postpone addition of the unit-specific health and

safety plan to the closucc plan uncil sampling occurs.

Ecology Response: This is not acceptable. This plan must be submitted

prior to approval of the closure plan; sufficianc time for Eculogy review

is required. The health and safety plan musL be included with the next

submittal.

54. See number 50.

57. USDOE/HHC Proposal: Inclusion of proposed text, cable, and appendix.

Ecology Response: This is noc adequ^ee because it Ls too narrow in scope.
For example, the 304 Concretion Facility hea radiation zones, but LLPT's

are not covered. Expand the tra..iing secciun to cover all of the
personnal which are required to be yreeent during the closure accivities.

60. See number 4.

66. See number 4.

- 4 -



t'04041.1,^,..
y-

^;

STATE OF WASHWCTON r'

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY
MaB Stop PV-11 • Olympia. Washington 98504-8711 •(?Q6) 459bOL17

February 27, 1992
RECE^ED:
[.A. RUCK III

Ms. Annabelle Rodriguez MAR e9 i992
304 Concretion Unit Manager

U.S. Department of Energy ACTION

P.O. Box 550
COPtES
fIOUTE

Richland, WA 99352

Re: Notice of Deficiency for the 304 Concretion Facility Notice of

Deficiency Response Table Dated October 17th, 1991.

Dear Ms. Rodriguez:

This letter transmits Ecology's Notice of Deficiency (NOD) for the 304

Concretion Facility Closure Plan Revision 1 and accompanying NOD Response

Table dated October 17, 1991. The majority of the outstanding issues for the

304 Concretion unit concern the closure performance standards. These

standards were recently issued in the Nuclear and Mixed Waste Management

Program Soil Clean-up Remediation Policy (SCP).

The Notice of Deficiency comments are intended to be a guide to the major

outstanding sections of the closure plan which are currently unresolved, and

which will be impacted by the SCP. In addition, there are some interpretive

comments regarding application of the SCP to the 304 Concretion unit. It is

anticipated that upcoming Unit Manager meetings will be concerned with the

specifics on how Ecology and Westinghouse Hanford Company foresee applying the

SCP to this unit. These specifics will then be incorporated into the closure

plan: The Soil Clean-up Remediation Policy is included with this transmittal.

_ If you have any questions, please contact me at (206) 493-9425.

Sincerely,

C%u(/"

Scott E. McKinney

304 Concretion Unit Manager
Nuclear and Mixed Waste Management Program

SM:jw
Enclosure

cc: Dan Duncan, EPA
Fred Ruck, WHC
T.B. Veneziano, WHC/AR
Dave Jansen, Ecology
Dave Nylander, Ecology
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DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY
NOTICE OF DEFICIENCY FOR

THE 304 CONCRETION FACILITY CLOSURE PLAN

NOTICE OF DEFICIENCY RESPONSE TABLE

DATED OCTOBER 17, 1991
February 28, 1992

The numbers used below reflect the numbers used in the Notice of Deficiency

( NOD) Response Table dated October 17th, 1991.

Proposals made in the following comments are accepted by Ecology (underlined

numbers indicate new items since the last NOD cycle):

2 3 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

15 19 22 26 28 29 30 31 33 34 36 39

40 41 42 43 44 45 46 47 48 49 51 52

53 55 56 67 58 59 61 63 64 67

Proposals made in the following comments are not accepted by Ecology:

1. This requirement will be satisfied if all the other elements of the

closure plan have been approved.

4. See the N&MWMP Soil Cleanup Policy (SCP), attached to this NOD. In

particular, options 2 and 3 are the only options under which any

contaminants may remain in the soil above natural background levels.

This closure plan will need to state which option this unit is intended

to be closed under, and the levels to which the soil will be remediated.

Please note that taking no action to remediate the soil, unless current

--- so3; ccntaw:nant levels.are below the option 1 or 2 levels, will require

full post-closure activities, including but not limited to ground water

monitoring, capping, access restrictions, etc. This closure plan may

contain the option of sampling the soil to determine contaminant levels

prior to choosing the course of action, but the plan must include the

full details of all possible options (i.e., post-closure requirements).

16. The language in this section will need to be modified to reflect the

closure option selected from the SCP. In particular the actions to be

taken in the event clean closure is not achievable must be included with

this section, including the postclosure plan.

17. Again, the language in this section will need to be modified to reflect

the closure options available for the 304 Concretion unit. In

particular the postclosure elements of option 2 and/or 3 must be

included in the olan.

18. This section must be revised to reference the SCP regarding closure

standards for soils. Also, it will not be possible to leave soil

contaminants for later remediation under the operable unit. See comment

number 4.

Page 1



304 Concretion Facility Closure Plan

October 17th; 1991 NOD Response Table Comments

February 28, 1992

20. It continues to be the position of Ecology that concrete background must

be determined from samples taken at units not impacted by past

practices. Ecology is requiring that four samples be taken at different

concrete "pours" around the Hanford Facility. These samples will be

fully characterized and compared in order to determine what the

potential range of constituent concentrations may be found in concrete

pours. This approach will determine what constituents are commonly

contained in concrete, and the range of variation in different pours. In

addition, it will clarify what, if any, dangerous waste constituents are

commonly or potentially contained in the concrete at dangerous waste

designation levels. The constituents of concern that may be found in

concrete should only be inorganic elements. If the variation between

samples is not significant statistically, a median value for each

element could be determined, and this median value could possibly be

applied to other units undergoing closure at the Hanford Facility (e.g.

303-K, and 105-DR). Even if there are wide variations between the

samples for certain elements, the information obtained through the

sampling and analyses will help determine whether there is a potential

designation problem with uncontaminated concrete. DOE-RL/WHC/PNL must

submit a proposal for this background sampling to Ecology for approval

prior to sampling.

21. A process similar to the concrete background plan outlined in comment
number 20 will be used for asphalt. See comment number 20.

23. The use of 300 area local background levels for comparison to the 304
Concretion unit soil background levels is no longer the appropriate
method. In order to qualify for a"clean closure" under WAC 173-303 it
will be necessary to show that no contaminants remain in the soil that
exceed the Hanford Facility-wide background levels, as determined by the
Characterization and Use of Soil and Groundwater Background for the
Hanford Site ( Hoover and LeGore. 1991) . Following approval by Ecology
of this study and the findings, they will become the standards used for
background closures at the Hanford Facility.

24. With the issuance of the SCP, it is not appropriate for soil remediation
to be deferred to the CERCLA process. Text addressing the verification
sampling of excavated sites must be discussed in the appropriate section
of this closure plan. This verification sampling should reflect the
closure standards of the SCP.

25. Figure 6-1 will need to be revised to reflect the SCP standards. In
particular, the flow path for soils will need to be changed, since
deferral to the CERCLA process is not appropriate.

27. This section of the plan must be revised to follow the SCP. See comment
number 4.

Page 2
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304 Concretion Facility Closure Plan
October 17th, 1991 NOD Response Table Comments
February 28, 1992

28. The language in this section regarding soil remediation must be changed.
Specifically, soils which do not meet performance standards will not be
left for remediation under CERCLA. Also, interim stabilization
referenced here must be explained in greater detail in Chapter 8.0, in
order for option 2 of the SCP to be utilized.

32. This section must be re-evaluated in light of the SCP. Sampling plans
for the various scenarios possible at the 304 Concretion unit must be
explained fully. For example, it will be necessary to characterize the
soil beneath the 304 Concretion unit and to compare the values for the
soil with the SCP. Once the soil has been characterized it can be
determined what closure option is most appropriate.

35. The primary impact to this section by the SCP will be the expansion of
the soil analyte parameters to include full characterization of the
soils underlying the 304 Concretion unit. See comment number 4. In
regard to the constituents to be analyzed, all of the analytes included
in the SW-846 test methods selected for use in this sampling plan should
be included in the data report. In other words, for SW-846 method 6010,
all of the elements listed in Table 1 of that section should be included
in the analyses. These expanded analyte parameters will add to the
information available for evaluating the potential contamination at the
304 Concretion unit due to unknown chemicals stored here in the past.

37. The information contained in DOE-RL/WHC response number 1 concerning the
EPA wipe sampling procedure "A compendium of Superfund Field Methods,
EPA P-87-001", has not been added to this section. If it has been added
to this section, or another section of this plan, it can be pointed out
at the next Unit Managers meeting, and this issue will be closed.
However, if it has not been added, it must be included before this issue
can be closed.

38. See comment number 35.

44. See comment numbers 20 and 21.

50. As discussed at the December 19th, 1991 Unit Managers meeting, it may be
acceptable to defer submittal of the Health and Safety Plan until just
prior to sampling at the site. This is contingent upon the submittal of
an example Hazardous Waste Operation Permit to Ecology. The exact
details of the timing of HASP submittal and the sampling plan/closure
plan approval will be discussed at future Unit Managers meetings.

54. See response number 50.

60. The SCP will impact this section. Namely, it is not acceptable to leave
contaminatedsoils that exceed the SCP performance standards in place
for remediation under the CERCLA.process.
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304 Concretion Facility Closure Plan

October 17th, 1991 NOD Response Table Comments

February 28, 1992

62. There are portions of these documents, particularly E.I.I. 4.2, that are

not acceptable practices. For example, it is not acceptable at this

facility to delay the marking of the accumulation date for suspected

hazardous waste until after the waste has been verified as dangerous

waste or it meets the requirements of section 6.4 of E.I.I. 4.2. In

general, these documents are open-ended and vague, and do not

consistently comply with WAC 173-303. It may be more efficient to write

specific requirements for decontamination and interim storage of

suspected dangerous waste than to try to change the E.I.I.'s.

65. The legal description of the facility has not been added to the post-

closure section. Page 8-1, line 25.

66. All the possible options for closure of the 304 Concretion unit must be
explained in detail within the closure plan. This includes the

postclosure plan if one of the options for this unit is to leave

dangerous waste and/or constituents in place. In the past DOE-RL/WHC
have stated that their intention is to leave dangerous waste in place in
the soil. If this is the closure approach for this facility, then it is
necessary to submit a postclosure plan along with a permit application.
WAC 173-303-610 calls for the postclosure plan to be submitted with the
permit application within 90 days following the decision by the owner or
operator or the department that the.unit must be closed as a landfill
(i.e., dangerous waste will be left in place upon closure).

68. The wording following the dash in the Table B-1 title should be deleted.
The new title will read: "The 304 Wall Sampling Locations." Please note
that Table B-1 on page B-2 also needs to be corrected. Correct the
other table titles in B-2 as necessary.

Page 4



THE 304 CONCRETION FACILITY CLOSURE PLAN
NOD RESPONSE TABLE

No. Comment/Response

1. General Comment . In general, the lack of detail in this closure plan led to a large number
of deficiencies.

Ecology Reauirement : Revise this plan so that it is in compliance with the requirements of
WAC 173-303-610. For example, under WAC 173-303-610(3)(a)(iv), the closure plan must
include, "a detailed description of the methods to be used during partial closures and final
closure ...." This information is not presented in the closure plan.

In addition, in Ecology's letter of May 2, 1990, to R. D. Izatt and R. E. Lerch from
T. L. Nord, some comments were made on the DOE's.proposed standardized outline for
closure/postclosure plans. The suggestions made in these comments should be followed in
order to improve this closure plan. Refer to the enclosed copy of this letter for guidance.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: Additional detail will be provided where needed. The responses
to the suggestions in Ecology's letter of May 2, 1990, are as follows.

1.. Line numbering was used in this Revision 0 and will continue to be used.

2. The Part A permit application will be moved from the introduction to a separate
section.

3. A brief description of each chapter and appendix will be included in the introduction,
similar to Part B permit applications.

4. A bar graph was included in Revision 0 and will continue to be used in the closure
plan.

5. This information will be included in a postclosure plan if one is required for this
facility; however, this information is not required for a closure plan.

6. Official notifications are provided in separate sections in Revision 0. Certification
of Closure is a closure activity (Chapter 7.0) and is in Section 7.9. The Notice In
Deed is part of the Postclosure (Chapter 8.0) and is in Section 8.1.

December 1, 1994
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THE 304 CONCRETION FACILITY CLOSURE PLAN
NOD RESPONSE TABLE

No.

The schedule for closure is provided in Section 7.7 and in Figure 7-15.

Ecology Response No. 1(Rev. 1) : This requirement will be satisfied if all the other
elements of the closure plan have been approved.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: This NOD comment will be considered accepted when the other
NOD comments are resolved.

2. General Comment . The closure plan could be followed more easily if sections requiring
detail (such as the quality assurance and quality control sections) were presented in
appendices. Refer to the 616 Nonradioactive Dangerous Waste Storage Facility Permit
Application for guidance.

DOE-RL/WHC Response: Detailed sections will be included in appendices where appropriate.
In addition, a quality assurance project plan will be included as an appendix.

3. Page 1-1. line 21 . The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (RCRA) is referenced
for a definition of closure.

Ecology Recommendation : This facility will be closed under the State Dangerous Waste
Regulations, WAC 173-303. Closure is defined und r WAC 173-303-040(12); this would be a
more appropriate reference.

DOE-RL/WHC Response: The reference to Washington Administrative Code ( WAC) 173-303-040 will
be included in the closure plan.

4. Page 1-1, line 29 . The plan states that because the 304 Concretion Facility (304 Facility)
is located in the 300-FF-3 (source) and 300-FF-5 (groundwater) Operable Units, ". any
remedial action with respect to contaminants not associated with the facility will be
deferred to the CERCLA process." This approach does seem reasonable for the soils
underlying the 304 Facility structures, however, it is not sufficiently developed here or
elsewhere in the closure plan for evaluation.

December 1, 1994
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No.
Ecology

Concurrence

Ecology Requirement : The following must be presented in the closure plan so that the
acceptability of the above approach may be evaluated:

Criteria to determine whether contamination should be addressed under the RCRA or
CERCLA process.

A postclosure plan which provides for administration of the site until closure of the
applicable operable unit.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: Clarification and additional information will be provided, where
appropriate, to evaluate the 304 Concretion Facility closure approach regarding the RCRA and
CERCLA interface. In addition, a clearer definition of baseline and action levels will be
provided with relationship to clean closure. The following paragraphs will be included in
Chapter 6.0 of the closure plan.

"Three important terms in the following information on the 304 Facility closure
strategy are 'baseline', 'baseline threshold', and 'action levels'. Baseline is
the set of analytical results of the local background samples. Baseline,
therefore, refers to the population of constituent concentrations in the soil or
building materials in the vicinity of the 304 Facility that are not attributable
to the 304 Facility operations. Baseline threshold refers to concentrations that
define an upper limit of the baseline population and is not to be confused with
the average baseline concentration. Baseline threshold concentrations will be
determined by statistical methods such as those described in Statistical Analysis
of Ground-Water Monitoring Data at RCRA Facilities, Interim Final Guidance
( EPA 1989) ( e.g., the tolerance interval approach to the analysis of variance).
Action levels are the constituent concentration levels that will prompt an action
of some type. These actions would include additional evaluation, cleanup, or
deferral to the CERCLA process. Action level values include concentrations based
on risk to human health and the environment, baseline threshold concentrations, or
other appropriate cleanup criteria."

Clean closure will be accomplished by demonstrating that the constituents used in the



THE 304 CONCRETION FACILITY CLOSURE PLAN
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No. Comment/Response

304 Facility operations are not present above action levels. Reevaluation of the action
levels will be considered if one or more of the action levels are exceeded by any of the
compliance constituents listed in the table located in Section 7.3.2.2. This measure is
proposed because contaminant concentrations for soil and concrete may exceed an action
level; however, the concentrations may be significantly below any health or
environmentally-based risk level. Any additional evaluation would be based on the
following:

• Type and extent that action levels are exceeded

Further assessment of health-based risk using toxicity criteria guidance such as the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS)
database ( EPA 1989b), the Technical Information Memorandum (TIM) No. 86-1
( Ecology 1986), and other appropriate information.

If dangerous constituents are determined to exist in concentrations above action levels and
reevaluation of action levels is not warranted, remediation of the soil will be evaluated
under the CERCLA remedial investigation/feasibility study (RI/FS) process for the
300-FF-3 Operable Unit. Initial action levels for the constituents in the soil samples will
be the baseline threshold values. Baseline samples will be obtained within the
300-FF-3 Operable Unit.

The proposed method of closure for the 304 Concretion Facility is clean closure. Therefore,
a postclosure plan is not required unless the facility cannot be clean closed.

Ecology Response No. 1 :

a) DOE-RL/WHC proposes, "If dangerous constituents are determined to exist in
concentrations above action levels and reevaluation of action levels is not warranted,
remediation of the soil will be evaluated under the CERCLA RI/FS process for the
300-FF-3 Operable Unit." This is not acceptable. See comment numbers 17 and 60.

b) DOE-RL/WHC states that because the proposed method of closure for the 304 Concretion
Unit is clean closure „"... a postclosure plan is not required unless the facility

December 1, 1994
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THE 304 CONCRETION FACILITY CLOSURE PLAN
NOD RESPONSE TABLE

cannot be clean closed." A postclosure plan is required; this must be included in the
next revision of the closure plan.

c) DOE-RL/WHC proposes to include a number of paragraphs within the text in order to
clarify the definitions of "baseline," "baseline threshold," and "action level." These
terms should be defined in a section for acronyms, abbreviations, and definitions
similar to that provided in Part B permit applications. How these concepts will be
used in developing the cleanup strategy to be implemented after obtaining the results
of the sampling and analysis at the unit should be provided in both the form of a
narrative and flowchart in the appropriate sections of the closure plan.

Ecology Reauirement : Compliance with the above is required. Provide draft language to
Ecology for interim guidance.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2:

a) The portion of Chapter 6.0 in question will now read as follows: "If dangerous
constituents are determined to exist in the soil in concentrations above action levels,
closure for the soil will take place after the remediation of the 300-FF-3 Operable
Unit under the CERCLA RI/FS process. With the exception of imminent hazard, all soil
remediation will take place under the CERCLA RI/FS process for the 300-FF-3 Operable
Unit." See comment responses No. 17 and 18.

b) General information will be provided on the actions to be taken if dangerous
constituents are left in the soil for the CERCLA RI/FS process remediation.
Section 8.2, Postclosure Care, will contain the following text: "Postclosure care is
generally required when a waste management facility cannot attain clean closure. At
the 304 Facility, underlying soils and groundwater may have been contaminated by waste
generated during operations in the 300 Area. Under the Hanford Federal Facility
Agreement and Consent.Order (Tri-Party Agreement), source contamination and groundwater
will be investigated and remediated through the operable units under the CERCLA RI/FS
process. I
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THE 304 CONCRETION FACILITY CLOSURE PLAN
NOD RESPONSE TABLE

No. Comment/Response

With the exception of an imminent health threat, all soil remediation will take place
under the CERCLA RI/FS process. If the soil within the 304 Facility boundary is found
to be contaminated (chemical concentrations above local background threshold and health
based standards) from operations conducted (chemicals used or waste stored) in the
304 Facility, the facility will not be considered closed until the remediation under
CERCLA is complete. During the time between closure of the building, floor, and pads
and any soil remediation under CERCLA, steps will be taken to isolate any
contamination.

Any data obtained from sampling and analyses during RCRA closure activities will be
part of the record and included in the closure plan. This data will be taken into
account and used during the CERCLA evaluation of the 300-FF-3 Operable Unit, as well as
data collected specifically for the CERCLA evaluation.

Temporary covers will be installed, if necessary, to prevent migration of any
contamination. The temporary covers would be less permeable than the surrounding soil
and may be composed of constituents such as asphalt, clay, or a fixative spray. The
existing facility floor and pads may be used as covers if they were found to be
uncontaminated or were decontaminated. The exact nature of any covers would be
determined at the time the need was identified and this information would be added to
the closure plan. In addition, access to the areas of contamination would be
controlled if necessary to protect personnel or prevent the migration of contamination.

During the period between closure and soil remediation under CERCLA, the facility area
would be inspected at a minimum of once a week. This inspection would be combined with
facility inspections presently conducted. The inspections would determine the need for
maintenance of any temporary covers or other physical barriers. Any required
maintenance would be performed by trained personnel from the Hanford Site."

c) The terms 'baseline' and 'baseline threshold' will be replaced by the terms 'local
background' and 'local background threshold'. These terms and the term 'action leveis'
will be added to the List of Terms section of the closure plan and defined as follows:

December 1, 1994
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THE 304 CONCRETION FACILITY CLOSURE PLAN
NOD RESPONSE TABLE

No. Comment/Response

" Local background --The data set of chemical concentrations from analyses of
samples obtained in the local vicinity of a facility. Samples within the facility
will be compared to the local background data set to determine the presence or
absence of contamination from the facility. For the 304 Facility, the samples to
determine the local background concentrations would be obtained within the
300-FF-3 Operable Unit.

Local background threshold--Refers to the chemical concentrations that define an
upper limit of the local background population. It is not an average local
background concentration. It is determ4ned statistically (e.g., the tolerance
interval approach to the analysis of variance).

Action levels--Chemical concentration levels that will prompt an action. Action
level values will commonly be local background threshold concentrations and
health- and environmental-based concentrations."

The flowchart indicates the closure strategy. This flowchart will be located in
Chapter 6.0.

Ecology Response No. 2 : Ecology is developing a policy for soil closure standards. It is
anticipated that this policy will impact the proposals made by USDOE/WHC. In keeping with
the Tri-Party Agreement, an integral part of this policy will be the goal of only one
remediation at any unit; i.e., it will not be acceptable to postpone any part of the closure
activities to the 300-FF-3 Operable Unit response. This closure policy will be made
available to USDOE/WHC as soon as possible.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: Because of the delay in the release of the policy on soil
closure standards being developed by Ecology, our position on these comments remains the
same.

With the exception of an imminent health threat, it is still the position of the DOE-RL and
Westinghouse Hanford Company (WHC) to defer all soil remediation ( if needed) to the CERCLA
RI/FS remediation process. Deferring soil remediation to the CERCLA process would make any
remediation more efficient and would avoid the possibility of cleaning a small area twice.
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THE 304 CONCRETION FACILITY CLOSURE PLAN
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If a larger area was being remediated, which extended around a smaller area that was
previously remediated, the remediation could be very inefficient. One of the main purposes
of the Tri-Party Agreement was to integrate RCRA and CERCLA activities. According to the
Tri-Party Agreement, ".... a procedure to coordinate the TSD unit closure or permitting
activity is necessary to prevent overlap and duplication of work, thereby economically and
efficiently addressing the contamination."

Ecology Response No. 3 (Rev. 1) : See the N&MWMP Soil Cleanup Policy (SCP), attached to this
NOD. In particular, options 2 and 3 are the only options under which any contaminants may
remain in the soil above natural background levels. This closure plan will need to state
which option this unit is intended to be closed under, and the levels to which the soil will
be remediated. Please note that taking no action to remediate the soil, unless current soil
contaminant levels are below the option 1 or 2 levels, will require full post-closure
activities, including but not limited to ground water monitoring, capping, access
restrictions, etc. This closure plan may contain the option of sampling the soil to
determine contaminant levels prior to choosing the course of action, but the plan must
include the full details of all possible options (i.e., post-closure requirements).

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 4: The position of the DOE-RL and WHC remains the same on this
comment. Applying an option from the Soil Cleanu, Policy issued by Ecology to the closure
plan would not be appropriate because it is the opinion of the DOE-RL and WHC that the Soil
Cleanup Policy issued by Ecology is flawed. The approach or methods used to develop
numerical cleanup standards were not based on well-founded scientific principles or
evidence. The numerical standards chosen in the policy are below the Model Toxics Control
Act (MTCA) soil cleanup standards, which are conservative and were adopted after a
comprehensive rule adoption process. Ecology provides no consistent or technically
defensible basis for defining the concentration levels in the policy.

Before any cleanup option could be chosen, integration with the Record of Decision (ROD) for
the cleanup of the Operable Unit (300-FF-3) would have to be accomplished. One of the main
purposes of the Tri-Party Agreement was to integrate RCRA and CERCLA activities. These
activities include cleanup standards as well as the physical remediation of the site (if
necessary). According to the Tri-Party Agreement, ".... a procedure to coordinate the TSD
unit closure or permitting activity is necessary to prevent overlap and duplication of work,
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THE 304 CONCRETION FACILITY CLOSURE PLAN
NOD RESPONSE TABLE

No. Comment/Response

thereby economically and efficiently addressing the contamination." It is the position of
the DOE-RL and WHC that the most logical, cost effective, efficient integration of RCRA and
CERCLA in the 300 Area is to conduct all soil remediation, RCRA and CERCLA, at the same time
and to the same cleanup standards.

The position of the DOE-RL and WHC remains the same in providing a postclosure plan in the
closure plan of a treatment or storage facility. No requirements exist for providing a
postclosure plan with the closure plan for a treatment or storage facility unless a decision
is made to leave waste in place. If a decision is made to leave waste in place and close as
a landfill, a postclosure plan would be required within 90 days [WAC 173-303-610(8)].
At this time, no decision has been made to leave waste in place. The only other
requirements for a postclosure plan are for waste disposal units, certain surface
impoundments, and certain waste piles [WAC-173-303-610(8)]. The 304 Concretion Facility
does not fall into these categories.

Part A. paoe 1-1. line 49 . An unsigned copy of revision 4 of the Part A Permit Application
is included in this plan. The version on file With Ecology is revision 3.

Ecology Requirement : Include a copy of a signed Part A Permit Application for this facility
which is on file with Ecology.

DOE-RL/WHC Response: A signed copy of the Part A permit application will be provided.
Also, as requested, the Part A permit application will be moved from Chapter 1.0
( Introduction) to a separate section.

6. Page 2-1. line 29 . The plan does not adequately describe the potential sources of
environmental contamination from past operations within the building. For example, the
building walls have numerous holes which may have allowed airborne contaminants to leave the
facility without treatment.
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Ecology Requirement : Include a discussion of potential routes for environmental
contamination of the 304 Facility site from the 304 Building in the description.
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DOE-RL/WHC Response: The uranium contamination outside the 304 Building has been attributed
to the method of cleaning the building. When the building floors were washed down with
hoses, splashing against the steel walls carried uranium fines out of the building. During
the concretion operation, the floor was hosed down at least daily. The steel walls were not
sealed to the concrete wall base and there were numerous small holes in the walls.
In addition, there were no berms at the north and south doors to stop wash down water from
leaving the building. The north fenced pad does not have a berm to contain spills or
precipitation. Damp uranium saw fines and chips are too large and dense for easy air
suspension. Uranium has a specific gravity of 18.9 and uranium oxides 7.3 to 10.9; this
compares to lead with 11.3 and lead oxides from 8.0 to 9.5. The damp saw fines have a
tendency to stick together and about 73 percent of the new saw fines are greater than
100 mesh (150 microns).

This information will be included in the closure plan. A plan to sample for this potential
contamination will also be included.

7. Page 2-1, line 36 . The location of the exhaust system and its vent(s) is not given. No Ecology letter of
description of facility plumbing is given. November 6, 1990

Ecology Requirement : The building ventilation and plumbing systems must be described and
illustrated. :

DOE-RL/WHC Response: The following information will be included in the revised closure
plan.

The 304 Building has three roof vents ( Figure 2-3). They were powered with 2,050-cubic feet
per minute electric fans during the pilot plant operations. The electricity was
disconnected about 1971.

A 10,000-cubic feet per minute evaporative (swamp) cooler was used in hot weather for the
building. The swamp cooler is located on the concrete pad outside the southeast corner of
the building (Figures 2-3 and 2-4).
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When the building had molten metal furnaces (from 1952 to late 1950's) the furnace cooling
air was exhausted out a 6-inch-diameter exhaust on the west side of the building. The
exhaust pipe is still there, but is sealed off in the sump (formerly a furnace pit).

The first fume exhaust system was a 1,900-cubic feet per minute American Air Filter
(Rotoclone Exhauster) and was used for acid and nitrous oxide fumes from the nickel plating
line (late 1950's to mid-1960's). There was no monitoring capability on the exhaust system.

The present cyclone exhaust system replaced the plating line exhaust system in 1971. Both
exhausters were located on the concrete pad outside the east side of the building
(Figures 2-3 and 2-4). The flow rate, manufacturer, and efficiency of the present cyclone
exhauster is unknown. The exhaust system was used to remove irritating cement dust from the
operator's work area when bags of cement were being emptied and the concrete mixer was in
operation.

During concretion operations, the north sliding door was generally left open to allow
fork-lift traffic for barrel transport.

(A drawing of the present exhaust system and drain system will be included in the closure
plan.) A floor drain near the cement mixer discharges to the sump where fines settle out.
The sump has a removable screened standpipe about 16 inches high that overflows into an
underground drain line to the process sewer on the east side of the building. A water line
discharges directly into the overflow pipe below the screen and is used when the concrete
process is in operation. This flowing water (flow rate unknown) helps prevent plugging of
the P-trap with concrete, which has happened at least twice during the operation of the
facility. Three other drains enter the main underground drain as follows:

• A drain from the east side floor trench

• A drain from the sink in the southwest corner of the building

December 1, 1994
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• An overflow drain from the outside steam condensate quench sump on the east side of the
building (Figures 2-3 and 2-4).
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No radiation detectors or routine sampling were in the process sewer from the 304 Building.
This was done at the outflow from the combined 300 Area process sewer system.

Once a year during the recyclable uranium concretion operation (1971 to 1982), a 3-day
sample in the overflow pipe in the sump was taken to calculate a loss factor to the sewer
for uranium chips and fines. The highly variable flow rate was calculated by adding a known
dilute concentration of lithium nitrate (0.2 pound per gallon) at a known flow rate to the
sump for a known sampling time. The change in lithium concentration and time would give the
total volume of solution discharged from the sump.

8. Page 2-1. line 38 . The plan mentions a cyclone precipitator which was used to control
uranium particulate emissions during operations. It is also stated that the discharge was
continuously sampled when the precipitator was in service.

Ecology Reauirement : Describe how effective the precipitator was in removing particulates,
i.e., state the efficiency of the precipitator and the estimated amounts of particulates
that were released to the atmosphere. Also clarify if the precipitator was running at all
times the concretion unit was operating.

DOE-RL/WHC Response: See response No. 7.

9. Page 2-3 . Figure 2-2 is not an adequate map.

Ecology Requirement : Compliance with WAC 173-303 is required; a checklist of map
requirements is enclosed. Refer to the 305-B Storage Facility Permit Application for an
example.

DOE-RL/WHC Response: The extensive maps required in Part B permit applications
[WAC 173-303-806(4)(a)] are not necessary in closure plans. If Figure 2-2 is not adequate
for a specific reason, additional information will be added to the figure.

10. Page 2-4 . Figure 2-3 does not indicate the ground cover of the area surrounding the
building nor is it discussed in the text.
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Comment/Response

Ecoloav Requirement : This area is part of the facility and must be described in the closure
plan. Revise this and all other applicable sections accordingly. At a minimum, the
following information must be provided.

• The legal boundary of the 304 Facility.
• The outside ground cover.
• The date(s) the ground cover was applied.
• A discussion of the potential contaminants of the ground cover and its underlying

soils.

DOE-RL/WHC Response: The following information will be included in the revised closure
plan.

No `legal' boundary exists for just the 304 Facility. However, the stated boundary on the
west, south, and east sides will be the median point between the adjoining buildings.
On the north side the boundary will be the edge of Gingko Street. A drawing will be
included to show the ground cover around the 304 Building. Several layers of asphalt have
been placed over old asphalt and gravel areas in past years to prevent the spread of uranium
contamination. The latest asphalt was added in 1988 on all four sides. In early 1989,
uranium contaminated areas on the asphalt were covered with two layers of PPG Industries
enamel paint; Safety Yellow and Dixie Gray [the material safety data sheets (MSDS) will be
included in an appendix].

To prevent future uranium contamination outside the building, the holes and joints in the
building walls were sealed in late 1989 and early 1990 with the following (MSDSs to be
included in an appendix):

• Monsanto, Butvar Aqueous Dispersion BR
• Dow Corning, 3-6548 Silicone RTV Foam, Part A and B
• Beecham Home Improvement Products, DAP Acrylic Latex Caulk with Silicone.
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• One structure located on the east wall south of the change room
• One structure on the southeast corner of the building
• One structure attached to the center of the south wall.

These are not described in the text nor are they identified in the drawings.

Ecology Reauirement : These structures must be described in the text.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: The text will be revised accordingly and the structures will be
identified on drawings.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: The drawing will be included in the closure plan indicating the
features in question.

Page 3-1. line 44 . "Lathe coolant" is mentioned.

Ecology Requirement : State this material's chemical composition and include potential
contaminants it may have acquired during use.

DOE-RL/WHC Response: The spent counterbore lathe coolant used for makeup water for
concretion in the 304 Building was Tabco Products, Polar Chip 350L, which was diluted with
water 20:1 ( the MSDS will be included in an appendix). Besides uranium, copper-silicon
alloy, Zircaloy-2 alloy and graphite particulates, the only other potential contaminant was
the Chevron, AW Hydraulic Oil 32, used in the counterbore lathe (the MSDS will be included
in an appendix). These lathe coolants will be evaluated for RCRA regulated chemicals and,
if present, will be included in the compliance list. This information will be included in
the text.
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13. Page 3-2. line 15 . The plan states, "there are no records of spills or leaks occurring at Ecology letter of
the facility." It does not seem plausible that in over three decades of operations there Fetrruary 27, 1992
were no leaks or spills; this statement implies that there were not.
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Ecology Requirement : State whether records of spills or leaks were kept; if the records
were not kept, delete this sentence as it is misleading. Refer also to the first paragraph
of page 2-8 of this closure plan.

DOE-RL/WHC Response: The sentence referred to in the comment will be deleted. No records
were kept of spills or leaks that may have occurred. Routine discharges of chemicals to the
process sewer were terminated after March 1975. Until March 1975, all waste liquid
chemicals in the fuels operation were discharged to the process sewer, which discharged into
the North or South Ponds. Therefore, during the nickel plating pilot plant operation in
late 1950's to mid 1960's, the chemicals would have entered the process sewer. The
chemicals used during this period will be included in a table in the revised 304 Concretion
Facility Closure Plan.

The water covering uranium chips and fines and 5 percent Beryllium/Zircaloy-2 chips in the
incoming drums were drained into the process sewer after passing through the sump to settle
out entrained solids. The water covering the chips and fines would have contained an
unknown amount of cutting fluid from the lathe operations. Four different types of cutting llz^
fluids have been used. This information will be included in a table and the MSDS will be `AM
added to an appendix.

:^aa

Page 4-1. line 48 . Contamination from past operations is not discussed. Ecology letter of
April 3, 1991 ^

Ecology Requirement : All potential dangerous waste contaminants must be considered; for
example, chemical contamination resulting from the materials described in Chapter 3.0 of
this plan must also be targeted for analysis (see comment number 33).

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: Information on chemicals used in past operations will be
included in Chapter 4.0 and uranium will be added to Table 4-1. However, potential
contamination from past operations was considered in determining the chemical constituents
for the compliance list (Table 7-1). For example, lead was added to the compliance list
because of operations conducted in the 1950's, a lead-dip canning process.
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The information in Section 4.2, 3rd paragraph, will be moved to Chapter 3.0. Additionally,
a photograph of the burned billets and the Unusual Events Report will be included as an
appendix.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: A table will show the chemicals used or stored in the
304 Facility during the various operations over the life of the facility. This table will
be added to Chapter 4.0 of the closure plan.

December 1, 1994
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Ecology
Concurrence

15. Page 5-1, line 4 . The groundwater contamination at this site will be addressed as part of Ecology letter of
the 300-FF-5 Operable Unit for which a draft Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study November 6, 1990
(RI/FS) work plan was prepared in 1989. No further information is given. While Ecology
accepts that groundwater contamination for this facility is appropriately addressed as part
of the 300-FF-5 Operable Unit, the information presented is not adequate.

Ecology Requirement : A brief description of the 300-FF-5 Operable Unit is required. This
description must describe and/or illustrate the following:

• Schedule for groundwater cleanup
• Groundwater cleanup objectives
• The 300-FF-5 Operable Unit's boundary.

DOE-RL/WHC Response: The following information will be included in Chapter 5.0.

"The 300-FF-5 Operable Unit consists of the aquifer beneath the 300-FF-1, 300-FF-2, and
300-FF-3 Operable Units. The operable unit is defined by "the observed and assumed extent
of uranium contamination in the groundwater" (300-FF-5 Operable Unit WorkiPlan).
Ultimately, the operable unit will include all contamination exceeding applicable or
relevant and appropriate requirements emanating from the three operable units detected in
groundwater and sediments below the water table. The Columbia River forms the eastern
boundary of the unit (figures will be included).

^^.

:eru
.

^
^
010

The current schedule for the completion of the remedial investigation/feasibility study
process is October of 1996. Following this process, a ROD on the remediation of the aquifer
will be handed down, and remediation will begin.
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The remedial action objectives for this operable unit will be based on the following general
objectives:

Protecting human health by ensuring that applicable or relevant and appropriate
requirements will not be exceeded and health risks, as determined through analysis of
all exposure pathways, will be kept at or below acceptable limits.

• Ensuring acceptably low risks to the environment, such as Columbia River Biota."

December 1, 1994
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16. Page 6-1, line 6 . The plan states that the clean closure strategy for the facility is, "... UMM of
contingent upon verifying that constituents originating from the 304 Facility are not November 17, 1993
present in concentrations that represent a threat to human health or the environment."

Ecology Requirement : Consider costs in terms of time, money, and resources in evaluating
the clean closure strategy pursued at this facility., Compare with the costs for closure
based on the clean closure criteria delineated in WAC 173-303-610(2). Refer to the 2101-M
Pond Closure Plan and the Model Toxics Control Act--Cleanup (WAC 173-303) in development for
guidance.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: An exposure scenario method like the one provided for the
2101-H Pond Closure Plan will be used for the 304 Concretion Facility Closure Plan. The
analysis for the exposure scenario will be conducted when sample analyses are obtained.
The scenario will provide the criteria for comparing element concentrations to the risk to
human health and the environment. These factors will then be evaluated for clean closure.

Ecology Response No. 1 : The transcription of Ecology's NOD requirement incorrectly cites
WAC 173-303 for the Model Toxics Control Act (MTCA). The citation as originally provided
(WAC 173-340) is correct. Refer also to NOD comment number 18.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: This was noted.

Ecology Response No. 2 (Rev. 1) : The language in this section will need to be modified to
reflect the closure option selected from the SCP. In particular the actions to be taken in
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the event clean closure is not achievable must be included with this section, including the
postclosure plan.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: See DOE-RL/WHC response No. 4 for comment No. 4.

Page 6-1, line 13 . In the event that clean closure is not achievable, it is proposed that
the 304 Facility be `interim stabilized' and that closure and postclosure, "be performed in
conjunction with the activities for the 300-FF-3 Operable Unit."

Ecology Requirement : More information is required to evaluate the acceptability of this
approach. In order to facilitate this approach, the facility may be viewed as consisting of
the three components (the building, the concrete and asphalt, and the underlying soil).
Each of these parts may be separately evaluated for closure. Ecology will accept an
approach that utilizes the following:

• The building must be removed

• The concrete pad and asphalt layer must be removed or cleaned to background
contamination levels

• The soils should be cleaned and/or removed until only background contamination remains
or if they can only be cleaned to baseline concentration levels (as defined in the 300
Area Solvent Evaporator Closure Plan) a postclosure plan with provisions for management
under the CERCLA cleanup must be provided.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: The approach of separately evaluating the building and concrete
pad or floor from the soil for clean closure will be adopted. An explanation of this
approach will be included in the closure plan. A clearer definition of action levels and
baseline will be provided (see response No. 4). If the chemical concentrations in the soil
in an area that could have been potentially affected by the 304 Concretion Facility are
below baseline (local background), the soil will be considered 'clean' and the facility will
be clean closed. General contamination in the soil of the 300-FF-3 Operable Unit or
contamination from nearby facilities will be evaluated under the CERCLA RI/FS process.

December 1, 1994
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Ecology Response No. 1 : For clean closure, the building and concrete and asphalt pads must
be decontaminated to the contamination levels stipulated in WAC 173-303-610(2)(b) or removed
from the unit boundaries. The approach proposed for the soil cleanup is unacceptable. The
soil must be cleaned to at least area background levels ( area background is defined in
WAC 173-340-200). If contamination remains in the soil that exceeds the performance
standards stipulated in WAC 173-303-610(2)(b), then the unit can not be clean closed. A
postclosure plan that provides for management of the unit within the CERCLA cleanup must be
prepared.

Ecologv Reguirement : Compliance with the above is required. See also comment number 60.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: To facilitate closure, the 304 Concretion Facility will be
viewed as consisting of three components; the building, the floors and pads (concrete and
asphalt), and the soil. These three components will be evaluated separately for closure of
the facility. The building, concrete floor, and the concrete and asphalt pads will be
decontaminated to Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure levels, or removed.

With the exception of an imminent hazard, all necessary soil remediation will be
accomplished under the CERCLA RI/FS process. If the soil within the 304 Facility boundary
is found to be contaminated (chemical concentrations above local background threshold and
health-based standards) from operations conducted (chemicals used or waste stored) in the
304 Facility, the facility will not be considered closed until the remediation under CERCLA
is complete. However, if chemical concentrations are below local background (within the
300-FF-3 Operable Unit) and health-based standards, the 304 Facility will be considered
closed. As described in the Tri-Party Agreement, any source contamination in the soil from
past operations (such as manufacturing fuel rods) in the 300 Area, will be evaluated and
remediated under the CERCLA RI/FS process. Methods used to determine chemical
concentrations for health-based standards will be scientifically and technically defensible
(e.g., the MTCA, WAC 173-340).

The flowchart ( Figure 6-1) shows the closure strategy for the 304 Facility. Section 8.2,
Postclosure Care, will contain the text shown in response No. 4b.

December 1, 1994
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Ecology Response No. 2: The acceptability of this proposal will be dependent on conformance
with the Ecology closure policy which is in development. See number 4 for details.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: Because of the delay in the release of the policy on soil
closure standards being developed by Ecology, DOE-RL/WHC position on these comments remains
essentially the same.

Ecology Response No. 3 (Rev. 1): Again, the language in this section will need to be
modified to reflect the closure options available for the 304 Concretion unit. In particular
the postclosure elements of option 2 and/or 3 must be included in the plan.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 4: See DOE-RL/WHC response No. 4 for comment No. 4.

18. Page 6-1, line 38 . Criteria will be established for contamination levels that pose a UMM of
substantial threat to human health or the environment in order to certify clean closure. November 17, 1993

Ecology Requirement : This approach must be evalu ted in comparison with the criteria
delineated in WAC 173-303-610(2) (see comment number 16).

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: Additional information will be provided for evaluation.
See responses No. 4, 16, and 17.

Ecology Response No. 1 : The DOE-RL/WHC proposes to establish criteria for contamination
levels that "post a substantial threat to human health or the environment" for certifying
clean closure.

Ecology Requirement : Any criteria developed for threats to human health or the environment
must be based on the cleanup standards of MTCA (WAC 173-340). Any criteria for closure must
have Ecology concurrence. For clean closure, the cleanup standards are stated in
WAC 173-303-610(2)(b).

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: Methods used to determine chemical concentrations for
health-based standards will be scientifically and technically defensible. The paragraph
starting with line 30 on page 6-1, will be changed as follows:
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"If the concentration of any constituent identified in Chapter 7.0, Table 7-1, is above the
initial action level (local background), the action level will be reevaluated. This measure
is proposed because contaminate concentrations for soil that may exceed an action level may
also be below any health or environmental-based risk level. Any additional evaluation would
be based on: 1) the type and extent to which the action levels are exceeded, and 2)
assessment of health-based risk. Health-based risk standards will be scientifically and
technically defensible and criteria guidance will be used such as the MTCA, WAC 173-340, the
EPA IRIS database (EPA 1989b), the Human Health Evaluation Manual (EPA 1989a), and other
appropriate information. If dangerous constituents are determined to exist in the soil in
concentrations above action levels, closure for the soil will be complete after the
remedi.ation of the 300-FF-3 Operable Unit under the CERCLA RI/FS process. With the
exception of imminent hazard, all soil remediation will take place under the CERCLA RI/FS
process for the 300-FF-3 Operable Unit."

See comment responses No. 4 and 17.

Ecology Response No. 2: The Ecology policy for closure will cover health-based standards.
See number 4.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: See response No. 17 (DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3).

Ecology Response No. 3 (Rev. 1): This section must be revised to reference the SCP
regarding closure standards for soils. Also, it will not be possible to leave soil
contaminants for later remediation under the operable unit. See comment number 4.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 4: See DOE-RL/WHC responce No. 4 for comment No. 4.

19. Page 6-1. line 43 . Closure of the facility in conjunction with the 300-FF-3 Operable Unit Ecology letter of.
RI/FS is proposed in the case that the clean closure objectives cannot be met. November 6, 1990

Ecology Reauirement : This approach will be evaluated upon receipt of further information
(see comment number 17).

C..N
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DOE-RL/WHC Response: The information provided will be revised. See responses No. 4, 16,
and 17.

20. Page 6-2. line 4 . Sole use of concrete cores from this facility to establish baseline
values for inorganic and organic contamination is proposed. This is objectionable for a
number of reasons, chief among these are the following:

• This facility may have suffered facility-wide contamination during the life of its
operations in which case, the baseline values would be established using contaminated
samples

• This facility has had a number of building additions; more than just one concrete pour
was used to construct this facility. Some of these are in areas with certain
contamination and are, therefore, unsuitable for `baseline' samples

• Coring concrete is not a technologically sound method for detecting volatile organics.

Ecology Requirement : Baseline concrete contamination levels established from cores taken at
this facility must be compared to concrete contamination levels from siites not impacted by
past practices. Cleanup levels for clean closure should be established subject to the
results of this comparison. Volatile organic contamination levels must be determined using
thermal desorption mass spectrometry or an equivalent method. Refer to the 300 Area Solvent
Evaporator Closure Plan for guidance in sampling and analyzing concrete and associated
subsoils.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: Concrete slabs could have wide variations in concentrations of
inorganic elements, depending where the cement and aggregate were obtained. Because of the
potential for wide variations, a concrete background sample must be taken from the same
pour. I

A concrete background sample will be obtainedby taking a core of the concrete slab in an
area where contamination is least likely and away from cracks or other potential pathways.
The concrete slabs are approximately 6 inches thick. The core will be cut into four equal
sections perpendicular to the core and each section analyzed. The anal'ytical results from
each section will be compared to determine the baseline for the concrete slab.

December 1, 1994
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The center and lower portion of a 6-inch concrete slab would not be contaminated from the
operations conducted in the 304 Facility, even if the surface was contaminated by some
method ( i.e., spill), unless a pathway or crack existed. The contamination assessment
conducted for the 300 Area Solvent Evaporator Closure Plan indicated that water with
solvents would not penetrate the concrete more than 3/8 inch, and TCE and PCE no more than
2 millimeters under the scenario outlined. The scenario would be worse than a worse-case
scenario in the 304 Facility. This information will be included in the text.

Ecology Response No. 1 : The DOE-RL/WHC proposes sole use of samples obtained within the
304 Concretion Unit for establishing background concrete contamination levels. This is not
acceptable.

Ecology Requirement : Concrete samples from areas not subject to contamination must be used
for establishing a background concrete contamination value.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: Although the original proposal for obtaining background samples
is valid, there may be problems in ensuring representative samples because of the aggregate
in the concrete and in the number of samples necessary for statistical validity.
An appropriate alternative method may be the Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure
(TCLP) to demonstrate the concentrations of constituents in the concrete are below
regulatory concern (i.e., if they are below the TCLP limits). They are not deleterious to
the environment or human health. The advantages to this approach would be the use of
established procedures, fewer samples, less impact on the facility, and less uncertainty in
the results.

Ecology Response No. 2: This approach seems reasonable but too narrow in scope; following
the designation procedure delineated under WAC 173-303-070 will be acceptable. This may not
be sufficient for clean closure, however, and it will be necessary to closure in accordance
with the N&MWMP closure policy under development. See number 4.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: See response No. 17 (DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3).

Ecology Response No. 3 (Rev. 1): It continues to be the position of Ecology that concrete
background must be determined from samples taken at units not impacted by past practices.
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Ecology is requiring that four samples be taken at different concrete "pours" around the
Hanford Facility. These samples will be fully characterized and compared in order to
determine what the potential range of constituent concentrations may be found in concrete
pours. This approach will determine what constituents are commonly contained in concrete,
and the range of variation in different pours. In addition, it will clarify what, if any,
dangerous waste constituents are commonly or potentially contained in the concrete at
dangerous waste designation levels. The constituents of concern that may be found in
concrete should only be inorganic elements. If the variation between samples is not
significant statistically, a median value for each element could be determined, and this
median value could possibly be applied to other units undergoing closure at the Hanford
Facility (e.g. 303-K, and 105-DR). Even if there are wide variations between the samples for
certain elements, the information obtained through the sampling and analyses will help
determine whether there is a potential designation problem with uncontaminated concrete.
DOE-RL/WHC/PNL must submit a proposal for this background sampling to Ecology for approval
prior to sampling.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 4: This comment is a step backward from Ecology's previous position
on obtaining background for concrete samples (see Ecology Response No. 2 for comment 20) and
is not acceptabUe. The latest proposal from Ecology for obtaining concrete background
samples is not statistically or scientifically defensible.

Concrete at the'Hanford Site can have wide variations in concentrations of inorganic
elements, depending where the cement, sand, and aggregate were obtained and the amount of
each used. The concentrations of the inorganic elements could vary as much or more
(depending on the source of the cement, sand, and aggregate) as the concentrations found in
sitewide background study for soil. Because of the potential for these wide variations, any
concrete background samples must be obtained from the same pour as the concrete to be
sampled for contamination. If background samples cannot be obtained from the same pour, an
analytical method must be used that will reduce the possibility of extracting constituents
from the aggregate and sand (i.e., dissolving part of the aggregate and sand). In addition,
there can be problems in ensuring representative concrete background samples because of the
size and amountlof the aggregate present and obtaining enough samples necessary for
statistical validity.

December 1, 1994
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The closure plan will be revised to use the methodology recommended by Ecology at the
December 8, 1992 and February 10, 1993•UMMs. A portion of concrete and asphalt inorganic
analysis samples will first be subject to hot-acid digestion (SW-846 Method 3050) followed
by the appropriate metals analysis. This step determines if there are any metals present
that could posse a potential threat to human health and the environment. The second step is
to subject remaining portion of the concrete and asphalt inorganic analysis samples to the
Toxic Characteristics Leachate Procedure (40 CFR 261 Appendix II). This part determines if
any of the metallic constituents of concern could leach out of the concrete matrix and pose
a threat to human health and the environment.

December 1, 1994
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21. Page 6-2. line 12 . Baseline contamination levels for asphalt will be established similarly UMM of
to concrete. The same objections apply in this case as in establishing concrete baseline November 17, 1993
contamination levels.

Ecology Requirement : Asphalt contamination levels must also be compared with contamination
levels for samples taken at a site not affected by past practices (see response number 20).

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: As with the concrete, the concentration of various elements in
asphalt could vary greatly. Contamination would only penetrate a relatively small amount
into an asphalt pad from a spill or other potential contamination unless a pathway existed.
The center and lower portions of an asphalt pad would not be contaminated unless a pathway
such as a crack existed. Therefore, a core of an asphalt pad divided into several sections
could be used for baseline samples (see response No. 20). This information will be included
in the text.

Ecology Response No. 1 : The DOE-RL/WHC proposes sole use of samples obtained within the
304 Concretion Unit for establishing background asphalt contamination levels. This is not
acceptable.

Ecology Requirement : Asphalt samples from areas not subject to contamination must be used
for establishing a background asphalt contamination value.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: Asphalt sampling would be accomplished in the same manner as
concrete; taking chip samples and using TCLP methods for analysis. See response No. 20.
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Ecology Response No 2: This approach will be acceptable under the same caveats as for
concerts. See number 20.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: See response No. 17 (DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3).

Ecology Response No 3 (Rev. 1): A process similar to the concrete background plan outlined
in comment number 20 will be used for asphalt. See comment number 20.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 4: See DOE-RL/WHC response No. 4 for comment 20.

Page 6-2. line 15 . The process sewer system is scheduled to be addressed under the 300-FF-3
Operable Unit RI/FS process, therefore, it will not be addressed in this closure plan.

Ecology Requirement : At a minimum, the closure plan for the 304 Facility must incorporate
closure of the plumbing system to the point that it meets the process sewer system.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: The process sewer is considered to begin immediately beneath the
building floor ( concrete slab). It would be impractical to close any drain or plumbing in
the soil ( beneath a concrete slab) separately from the rest of the sewer system.

Ecology Response No. 1 : Ecology accepts DOE-RL/WHC's assertion that the process sewer
begins immediately beneath the building floor.

Ecology Requirement : Ecology will require that the permitting process for the 300 Area
Process Sewers incorporate all sewer lines to the point where they enter a building floor.

Page 6-2. line 19 . The plan states, "initial action levels for the inorganic constituents
in the soil samples will be the baseline threshold values obtained from the compositions of
the baseline samples." It is not clear what this statement means.

Ecology Requirement : Define clearly what is meant by "initial action levels." State
clearly which 'baseline' samples the soil cleanup levels will be based on. These must be
samples obtained from similar soil types that are not impacted by past practices;
demonstrate that this criterion has been met. Refer to WAC 173-303-610(2)(b) for dangerous
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waste cleanup levels. Refer also to the 300 Area Solvent Evaporator Closure Plan for
guidance.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: This statement will be redefined using the information shown in
response No. 4. Additional information on the baseline samples will be provided.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: Action levels are defined as chemical concentration levels that
will prompt an action. The initial or first action level the sample analysis data would be
compared to is the local background (within the 300-FF-3 Operable Unit) threshold value
(defined in response No. 4c). The second action level the sample analysis data would be
compared to is health- and environmental-based risk values.

Local background threshold values will be based on soil samples obtained within the
300-FF-3 Operable Unit. When the location of these samples has been determined, they will
be included in the closure plan. Local background samples will not be taken in places of
obvious contamination from past operations conducted in the 300 Area; however, any general
contamination (if present) from past operations would be included. If general or source
contamination exists, it would be from past practice operations and not from operations
conducted in the 304 Facility.

The local background sample analyses results will be analyzed statistically, using the
tolerance interval test, to determine if the chemical concentrations from each sample are
from a 'hot spot'. The purpose of the tolerance interval approach is to define a
concentration range from local background data within which a large proportion of the
monitoring observations should fall with high probability. Any 'hot spots' would fall
outside of this range and not be included in the Jetermination of the local background
threshold (the initial action level).

Ecology Response ' No. 1: It is not clear if this proposed background determination is to be
used as part of the Hanford Site-Wide background study. If it is not, this should be
clearly stated. If it is, this evaluation of the vadose zone background contaminated vadose
zone data to the 300 Area background data must be between the same soil horizons for this
unit and others, the plan must be expanded to include deeper soil horizons. Refer to the
Hanford Site-Wide soil background study for reference.

December 1, 1994
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In the quoted statement, the first sentence is unsubstantiated and
not in agreement with the general tenor of the Tri-Part Agreement
accordance with the closure policy under development by the N&MWMP
should be deleted.

the second sentence is
and will not be in
. The quoted statement

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: Soil samples from the 304 Concretion Facility will be compared
to locall background determined from samples obtained within the 300 Area and are not part of
the Hanford Site-wide background study. Because of the potential for general contamination
throughout the 300 Area from past practice operations, it would be inappropriate to use
Site-wide background for comparison to the 304 Concretion Facility samples. The locations
for the 300 Area local background determinations have not been determined. When these
locations are determined, the information will be added to the closure plan. Information on
the 300 Area local background sampling can be found in Section 7.3.2.5.1 of the closure
plan.

While it may not be substantiated, it is logical to assume any general contamination in the
300 Area would not be the result of the minor activities associated with the 304 Concretion
Facility. Any general contamination would likely be from past practice operations such as
fuel fabrication activities.

The second sentence is not in the closure plan.

EcologyResponse No. 2 (Rev. 1): The use of 300 area local background levels for comparison
to the 304 Concretion unit soil background levels is no longer the appropriate method. In
order to qualify for a "clean closure" under WAC 173-303 it will be necessary to show that
no contaminants remain in the soil that exceed the Hanford Facility-wide background levels,
as determined by the Characterization and Use of Soil and Groundwater Background for the
Hanford Site (Hoover and LeGore. 1991) . Following approval by Ecology of this study and the
findings, they will become the standards used for background closures at the Hanford
Facility.
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DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 4: It is still the position of DOE-RL and WHC that a TSD unit is
only responsible for the constituents managed at that particular unit. This is
substantiated by WAC 173-303-610(2)(b)(i) and (ii). Because of the potential for wide
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spread contamination in the 300 Area from past practice operations, such as fuel
fabrication, it would be inappropriate to use Site-wide Background (which excluded the
300 Area) for comparison to samples from the 300 Area. Any general contamination would be
from past practice operations and remediated with the 300-FF-3 Operable Unit.
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24. Page 6-2, line 29 . Verification sampling of soils will be conducted if any soil is removed UMM of
as part of the closure strategy. It is not clear what the procedure for verification November 17, 1993
sampling is.

Ecology Requirement : Describe the verification sampling procedure in the appropriate
section. Refer to the description here.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: The text will be modified to read, "If soil is removed,
verification samples will be collected from the excavation site to determine the
effectiveness of any soil removal. The number of samples collected will be dependant on the
areal extent of contamination encountered, but will be no less than one sample from the area
previously determined to be contaminated."

Ecology Resoonse No. 1 : The proposed language is acceptable, but further information is
required on this topic in the sampling and analysis plan to adequately describe the
verification sampling.

Ecology Requirement : Describe the sampling and analytical parameters for the verification
sampling. This must include the sample size, target analytes, and quality assurance/quality
control plan. Refer to the 2101-M Pond Closure Plan for guidance.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: Because of the position of all soil remediation being conducted
under the CERCLA RI/FS process, the text shown in DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1 has been
deleted.

Ecology Response No. 2 (Rev. 1) : With the issuance of the SCP, it is not appropriate for
soil remediation to be deferred to the CERCLA process. Text addressing the verification
sampling of excavated sites must be discussed in the appropriate section of this closure
plan. This verification sampling should reflect the closure standards of the SCP.
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DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: The Soil Cleanup Policy issued by Ecology and the integration of
RCRA and CERCLA remediation are two different issues. The Soil Cleanup Policy as presently
written does nothing to integrate RCRA and CERCLA remediation activities. It is still the
position of the DOE-RL and WHC to integrate these activities according to the Tri-Party
Agreement. See DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 4 for comment No. 4.

Because soil remediation will be conducted under the CERCLA RI/FS process, a discussion of
verification sampling is not necessary in this plan.

25. Page 6-2, line 37 . The general closure procedures listed in this section are not consistent
with the closure flowchart in Figure 6-1.

Ecology Reguirement : Resolve discrepancies and clarify the closure procedures list and
flowchart as necessary. Revise the plan accordingly.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: The general closure procedures will be made consistent with the
flowchart shown in Figure 6-1.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: The flowchart ( Figure 6-1) and Section 6.2, General Closure
Procedures, have been revised for consistency.

Ecology Response No. 1: The flowchart is acceptable but will probably require some revision
to accommodate the closure policy currently under development. The proposed text seems a
little sketchy; further details must be provided in later text. It will also need to be
revised to accommodate the closure policy under development. See number 4.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: See response No. 17 (DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3).

Ecology Response No. 2 (Rev. 1): Figure 6-1 will need to be revised to reflect the SCP
standards. In particular, the flow path for soils will need to be changed, since deferral to
the CERCLA process is not appropriate.

December 1, 1994
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26

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 4: It is still the position of the DOE-RL and WHC to integrate RCRA
and CERCLA activities for soil remediation. See DOE-RL/WHC response No. 4 for comment No. 4
and the first paragraph in DOE-RL/WHC response No. 3 for comment No. 24.

Page 6-2, line 46 . "Baseline" samples'are mentipned here and elsewhere, this term is not
defined.

Ecology letter of
November 6, 1990

Ecology Requirement : Describe what a."baseline" sample is. Refer to the 300 Area Solvent
Evaporator Closure Plan for guidance.

DOE-RL/WHC Response: A specific definition for baseline will be provided. See response No.
4.

27. Page 6-5, line 15 . The plan states that required soil remediation will be performed under UMM of
the CERCLA RI/FS process. November 17, 1993

Ecologv Requirement : Soil remediation must clean to baseline contamination levels as
defined in the 300 Area Solvent Evaporator Closure Plan. State or reference the criteria
for soil remediation to be performed under the CERCLA RI/FS process. This would be
appropriately addressed in the postclosure plan.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: The text will be expanded to indicate the option of cleaning to
baseline, if feasible. A flowchart will be included in the closure plan.

Ecology Response No. 1 : The DOE-RL/WHC proposes expanding the text "to indicate the option
of cleaning to baseline if feasible."

Ecology Requirement : Cleaning the unit's soils to at least area background contamination
levels is not optional. Revise the closure strategy as necessary to reflect this. See
comment numbers 17 and 60.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: With the exception of imminerit danger, all soil remediation will
be conducted under the CERCLA RI/FS process. See response No. 17 and the flowchart.
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Ecology Response No. 2: This is unacceptable, see previous Ecology NOD's for this unit.
Additionally, it will be in conflict with the Ecology closure policy in development. See
number 4 for additional details.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: See response No. 4 (DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3).

Ecology Response No. 3 (Rev. 1): This section of the plan must be revised to follow the
SCP. See comment number 4.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 4: See DOE-RL/WHC response No. 4 for comment No. 4.

28. Page 6-5, line 41 . Interim stabilization of contaminants due to sources other than this
facility is discussed in this section. It is not clear how it will be determined that
contamination is due to operations at this facility rather than another.

Ecoloav Requirement : State clearly the criteria for determining if a contaminant is due to
widespread contamination in the 300-FF-3 Operable Unit. Also state what the policy for
widespread contamination originating from the 304 Facility will be (see comment number 27).

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: If soil sample analyses taken at the 304 Facility are above the
established baseline (local background) concentration for a particular element shown in
Table 7-1, the amount of contamination above baseline was probably from the 304 Facility
(see responses No. 4 and 17). Constituents not listed in Table 7-1 (not used in the
facility) will be considered to have been from other facilities.

A postclosure plan is not required if the facility is clean closed.

Ecology Response No. 1 : In order to clean close the 304 Concretion Unit, the contamination
levels of dangerous wastes and dangerous waste residues must be decontaminated or removed to
meet the performance standards stipulated in WAC 173-303-610(2)(b).

December 1, 1994
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Ecology Requirement : This requirement must be integrated within the closure plan. See
numbers 17 and 60.



THE 304 CONCRETION FACILITY CLOSURE PLAN
NOD RESPONSE TABLE

No. Comment/Response

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: The closure strategy and the criteria to obtain closure are
explained in responses No. 4, 17, and 18, and in the flowchart (Figure 6-1).

Ecology Response No. 2 (Rev. 1) : The language in this section regarding soil remediation
must be changed. Specifically, soils which do not meet performance standards will not be
left for remediation under CERCLA. Also, interim stabilization referenced here must be
explained in greater detail in Chapter 8. 0, in order for option 2 of the SCP to be
utilized.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: See DOE-RL/WHC response No. 4 for comment No. 4 and the first
paragraph of DOE-RL/WHC response No. 3 for comment No. 24.

29. Page 7-1. line 43 . One of the objectives of the sampling plan is to establish `baseline'
concentrations of contaminants. The applicable standard under WAC 173-303-806(4)(b) is
background or designation levels depending on the contaminant.

Ecology Requirement . Clearly define what is meant by `baseline' concentrations. Describe
this in terms of background contamination levels if necessary. Revise the plan so that
compliance with the requirements of WAC 173-303-806(4)(b) is achievable (see comment numbers
18 and 26).

DOE-RL/WHC Response: A clear definition of baseline will be provided (see responses No. 4
and 17).

30. Page 7-1. line 49 . A brief reference to sampling methods in SW-846 is made.

Ecology Reauirement : The sampling and analysis methods acceptable are stipulated in
WAC 173-303-110. The methods to be used should be p^esented in a table for clarity. Refer
to the 2101-M Pond Closure Plan for guidance.

DOE-RL/WHC Response: All analysis methods will be summarized in tabular form.l Deviation
from the standard analytical methods of SW-846 will be described in the text or appendices.

December 1, 1994
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31. Page 7-2 . Some items are duplicated in the flowchart depicted in Figure 7-1. It also has
two legends.

Ecology Requirement : Revise Figure 7-1 to eliminate duplication.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: Figure 7-1 will be revised to remove the duplication and the
extraneous caption.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: The flowchart in Figure 7-1 has been clarified and the
duplication removed.

32.. Page 7-3, line 1 . Sampling of only the top 1 foot of soil is proposed. This is deficient;
sampling of only the top 1 foot of soil will not adequately describe the contamination at
this site.

Ecology Requirement : Develop a sampling and analysis plan that will determine the
contamination at this site as required under WAC 173-303-610(3)(a). Refer to comment
number 32 of the 303-K Storage Facility Closure Plan NOD.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: Information to date suggests any potential organic or inorganic
contamination from the 304 Facility would be located in the upper most part of the soil
column. However, the soil sampling depth will be reevaluated using contamination scenarios
and assessments similar to those presented in the 300 Area Solvent Evaporator Closure Plan.
The objective of these assessments will be to determine the most likely location in the soil
column of any potential contamination from this facility. The information will be presented
and discussed with Ecology in a future unit managers meeting.

Ecology Response No. 1 : Development of a soil sampling plan based on the 300 Area Solvent
Evaporator (300 ASE) is inappropriate; the 300 ASE is located on top of a burial ground.

December 1, 1994
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Ecology Reouirement : The soil sampling plan must address vadose zone contamination at this.
unit.
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DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: The previous response referencing the 300 Area Solvent
Evaporator Closure Plan was in error. The reference should have been to the 2101-M Closure
Plan.

It can be shown that concentrations of inorganic constituents added to the soil by sorption
from an effluent containing even drinking water levels of these constituents are greatest in
the upper few millimeters, and decrease with increased thickness of the soil column.
Because of the well-known process of sorption (Conway 1982, Freeze and Cherry 1979,
CRC 1984), any contamination remaining in the soil would be the result of equilibrium
reactions and/or irreversible sorption. In either case, residual contamination would be
most concentrated in the uppermost part of the soil column, with rapidly decreasing
concentrations downward. Therefore, the uppermost part of the soil column is most likely to
contain contamination, if it is present.

It is also indicated that any contamination of the soil by organic solvents associated with
the facility is likely to be small and, if present, dominate in the uppermost part of the
soil column. The only possibility for contamination of the soil is the one-time wash down
of the inside of the building following the repackaging of the degreaser solvents (no spills
were reported). The wash down was the last activity to occur in the building and was
performed with a garden hose. Most of the water was flushed to the building sumps and thus
the process sewer.

The only pathway for the organic contaminates to the soil would have involved the transport
of a very small fraction of this water to the soil through cracks in the concrete floor.
Because of the relatively small amount of potentially contaminated water, the general lack
of evaporation under the concrete floor, and the tendency for such water to be retained in
the soil, any potential organic contamination from this source is most likely to be present
in the upper part of the soil column.

Because the potential contamination from the 304 Facility would remain in the upper part of
the soil column, a maximum sampling depth of 2 feet would be adequate. During soil
sampling, a sample will be obtained at the surface, at 1 foot, and at 2 feet.
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Ecology Response No. 2: While it is correct
be in the uppermost layer, assuming that all
for example, Freeze and Chorry 1979 or W. B.
Water Scientists and Engineers. March-April

that sorbed contaminants would be expected to
contaminants will sorb is not correct. See,
Mills et al., Journal of Association of Ground
1991.

Samples must be taken at the soil-concrete and soil-asphalt interfaces, one foot, two feet,
and three feet depths. The closure plan must describe the sampling methods, sample size,
and analytical methods to be employed. The closure plan must also have detailed provisions
for the case where contamination is detected at three feet (the lowest horizon). This
contingency.must be provided for in the scheduling of the closure activities. More
specifically, the closure plan must have plans for resampling to greater depths and
removal/remediation of contamination at depths greater the initial soil sampling. In
addition, all phases if the closure activities must occur in a timely fashion (including any
resampling and removal/remediation necessary). See number 23.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: The soil sampling for the 304 Concretion Facility Closure Plan
now states that samples will be taken at the surface, 1 foot, 2 feet, and 3 feet. However,
it is still the position of the DOE-RL and WHC to only sample to a maximum of three feet.
Any deeper sampling and analyses will be conducted during the CERCLA RI\FS process.
See response No. 4 DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3.

Ecology Response No. 3 (Rev. 1): This section must be re-evaluated in light of the SCP.
Sampling plans for the various scenarios possible at the 304 Concretion unit must be
explained fully. For example, it will be necessary to characterize the soil beneath the
304 Concretion unit and to compare the values for the soil with the SCP. Once the soil has
been characterized it can be determined what closure option is most appropriate.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 4: It is still the position of the DOE-RL and WHC to only sample to
a maximum of 3 feet. Any deeper sampling and analyses will be conducted during the
investigation and remediation of the 300-FF-3 Operable Unit. Soil will be sampled under the
floor and pads where potential pathways (e.g., cracks and joints) to the soil exist.
See DOE-RL/WHC response No. 4 for comment No. 4.

December 1, 1994
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33. Page 7-3. line 10 . The plan states it was, "developed to determine the presence of Ecology letter of
304 Facility derived contaminants that are regulated by Ecology." It is not clear how this November 6, 1990
plan will determine which contaminants are "304 Facility derived." Nor is it clear what
criteria were used to restrict the analyses to thi elements and/or compounds listed in
Table 7-1.

Ecology Reauirement : The sampling and analyses must be designed to detect the regulated
contamination at the site regardless o^ the source of the contaminants. Describe also how
this phase of the cleanup will be integrated with the CERCLA remediation. See the 300 Area
Solvent Evaporator Closure Plan for guidance (see comment number 14).

DOE-RL/WHC Response: See responses No. 4, 14, 17, 27, 28, and 35.

The elements and compounds listed in Table 7-1 are the RCRA-regulated substances from the
material treated or used in past operations in the 304 Facility.

34. Page 7-3. line 25 . Sampling activities are described in very general terms. The sampling Ecology letter of .,^
activities will not be adequate to accomplish the objectives for closure. November 6, 1990

Ecology Requirement : Under WAC 173-303-610(3)(a)(v), the closure plan must include a
detailed description of the sampling and analysis methods to be employed. Revise the plan
to comply with this requirement (see comment number 30).

DOE-RL/WHC Response: Further detail on the sampling activities and procedures can be found
later in the text. Section 7.3 is dedicated to the description of sampling procedures,
location selection, and quality assurance and quality control. A quality assurance project
plan will be included as an appendix.

35. Page 7-4 . Table 7-1 lists a limited number of the potential compliance constituents at the UMM of
304 Facility. November 17, 1993

Ecology Reouirement : The analysis to be performed must cover a more comprehensive range of
chemicals; the analy ses should not be limited to deteqt only the contaminants resulting from
cDncretion,operation s (see comment numbers 33 and 34),
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DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: The compliance constituents for the 304 Facility are listed in
Table 7-1. These constituents are the hazardous substance used in the building and would be
the only potential contaminants in the building. These are the substances to be evaluated
for closure. Any contamination in the soil by other substances will be evaluated under the
CERCLA RI/FS process.

Ecology Response No. 1 : Because of the past uses of this building, it is not possible to
determine conclusively what type of contaminants will be expected due to past practices.
For clean closure, it is required that all dangerous wastes or waste residues (including
soil) be cleaned or removed to the performance standards stipulated in
WAC 173-303-610(2)(b). Levels of contamination in the soils above these performance
standards but below area background values may be managed under the CERCLA cleanup if this
is provided for within the postclosure plan.

Ecology Requirement : Revise the closure plan to comply with the above. See comments 17 and
60.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: The chemicals stored and used in the past operations and the
waste treated and stored over the life of the 304 Facility are known. The newly added table
(see response No. 14) will be reevaluated to determine if any potentially hazardous
substance was omitted from the compliance list (Table 7-1) of the closure plan. According
to WAC 173-303-610, the 304 Facility is only responsible for hazardous substances managed at
the 304 Facility. Any contamination in the soil from operations in the 300 Area will be
evaluated and remediated under the CERCLA RI/FS process for the 300-FF-3 Operable Unit.
See responses No. 4, 17, and 18.

Ecology Response No. 2: The reevaluation is acceptable but implementation may be impacted
by the closure policy under development (as discussed at the February 12, 1991, UMM). See
number 4.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: See response No. 17 (DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3).

Ecology Response No. 3 (Rev. 1): The primary impact to this section by the SCP will be the
expansion of the soil analyte parameters to include full characterization of the soils



THE 304 CONCRETION FACILITY CLOSURE PLAN
NOD RESPONSE TABLE

No. Comment/Response

underlying the
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this sampling p
method 6010, al
analyses. These
evaluating the
stored here in

304 Concretion unit. See comment number 4. In regard to the constituents to
1 of the analytes included in the SW-846 test methods selected for use in
lan should be included in the data report . In other words, for SW- 846
1 of the elements listed in Table 1 of that section should be included in the
expanded analyte parameters will add to the information available for

potential contamination at the 304 Concretion unit due to unknown chemicals
the past.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 4: The chemicals stored and used in the past operations and the
waste treated and stored over the life of the 304 Facility are known. According to
WAC 173-303-610(2)(b)(i) and (ii), the 304 Facility is only responsible for hazardous
substances managed at the 304 Facility. Any contamination in the soil from past practice
operations or other TSD units in the 300 Area will be evaluated and remediated
appropriately.

December 1, 1994
Page 39 of 58
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36. Page 7-3, line 44 . The Environmental Investigations and Site Characterization Manual (EII, Ecology letter of
WHC-CM-7-7) is referenced. This document has not yet been reviewed in full by Ecology. November 6, 1990

Ecology Reauirement : Acceptance of referenced procedures in the EII is pending, subject to
approval by Ecology.

DOE-RL/WHC Response: The Environmental Investigations arhd Site Characterization Manual
(WHC-CM-7-7) has been submitted to Ecology and wi.l be included in the Site-wide Part B
permit application. The procedures will be implemented at the 304 Concretion Facility
pending approval from Ecology. No changes to the text are necessary.

37. Page 7-5, line 3 . The plan states, "wipe samples will be collected according to standard UMM of
sampling techniques ...." No reference to the source of these standard techniques is given. November 17, 1993

Ecology Requirement : The specific source(s) for these standard sampling techniques must be
referenced. Accepted sampling and testing methods are given in WAC 173-303-110. Deviations
from these methods must be described within the closure plan and approved by Ecology prior
to implementation.
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DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: The wipe sampling procedure was based on the procedure in A
Compendium of Superfund Field Methods, EPA P-87-001 ( OSWER Directive 9335.0-14).
The specific procedure is found in Section 13.1 of the referenced document. This
information will be provided in the closure plan. Enhancements to the procedure will be
fully described in the closure plan.

Ecology Response No. 1(Rev. 1):
concerning the EPA wipe sampling
P-87-001", has not been added to
another section of this plan, it
this issue will be closed. Howevi
this issue can be closed.

The information contained in DOE-RL/WHC response number 1
procedure "A compendium of Superfund Field Methods, EPA
this section. If it has been added to this section, or
can be pointed out at the next Unit Managers meeting, and
?r, if it has not been added, it must be included before

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: The procedure in A Compendium of Superfund Field Methods,
EPA P-87-001 ( OSWER Directive 9335.0-14) is referenced in the 304 Concretion Facility
Closure Plan, Revision 1 on Page 7-6 in Section 7.3.2.4.1.3, Surface Sampling Methodology.

Page 7-5, line 4 . The plan states that wipe samples will be analyzed for the organic UMM of
compounds listed in Table 7-1. November 17, 1993

Ecology Reauirement : Table 7-1 is too limited in scope for the potential organic
contaminants in the 304 Facility (see comment number 35).

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: The organic compounds and their degradation compounds listed in
Table 7-1 are the organic chemicals that were repackaged in the facility. These substances
are the only regulated organic compounds associated with the facility and will be evaluated
for closure ( see response No. 35).

Ecology Response No. 1 : Analysis for only a limited number of organic compounds is
proposed, see comment number 35.

' .,.

Ecology Reauirement : A more comprehensive list of organic analytes must be evaluated.
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DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: The organic compounds listed in the closure plan and on the
compliance list (Table 7-1), along with their degradation products, are the only organic
chemicals associated with the 304 Facility. According to WAC 173-303-610, the facility is
responsible for the chemicals used in the facility. Therefore, analysis and evaluation of
other organic chemicals are not required.

Ecology Response No. 2: This is unacceptable. See number 35.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: The position of the DOE-RL and WHC is that stated in DOE-RL/WHC
Response No. 2, comment 38.

Ecology Resoonse No. 3: See comment number 35

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 4: See DOE-RL/WHC response No. 4 for comment No. 35.

Page 7-5, line 6 . The plan states that wipe samples will be analyzed for the inorganic Ecology letter of
contaminants listed in Table 7-1. November 6, 1990

Ecology Requirement : Table 7-1 is too limited in scope for the potential inorganic
contaminants in the 304 Facility.

DOE-RL/WHC Response: See response No. 35.

Page 7-5 . This section describes the sampling and analysis method. For waste designation, Ecology letter of
the procedures required are stipulated under WAC 173-303-110 (see comment number 35). February 27, 1992

Ecology Reauirement : The descriptions provided should have deviations from the methods
stipulated in WAC 173-303-110 clearly delineated. These must be approved by Ecologylogy prior
to implementation.

DOE-RL/WHC Response: No standard procedure exists to sample metal walls and girders. This
procedure was derived from the standard EPA wipe sampling procedure ( see response to comment
No. 37).
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41. Page 7-17, line 1 . Replace the method for obtaining concrete chip samples with a method Ecology letter of
similar or equivalent to that described in the 300 Area Solvent Evaporator Closure Plan. November 6, 1990

DOE-RL/WHC Response: The procedure will be revised as follows.

"Removal of the concrete samples will be performed 'dry' to eliminate any contamination
effects by coring or cutting lubricants. Chip samples will be collected by cutting a
set of grooves, 1.63 to 2 inches apart, approximately 10.5 inches long, in the surface
of the concrete. The grooves will be cut at least 2 inches deep and one groove will be
angled about 30 degrees toward the other to yield a narrow triangular sample segment
between the bottoms of the grooves. Cross grooves, perpendicular to the ends of the
sample grooves will permit the sample to be broken by prying out from the surface to
yield•a prism-shaped sample piece with an intact surface layer.

Commercial equipment for cutting grooves is available. The equipment operates dry by
pneumatically driven impact bits. The bits are read''ly cleaned to eliminate
cross-contamination between samples."

42. Page 7-18, line 50 . Background sampling will be performedl throughout the 300-FF-3 Operable Ecology letter of
Unit. This operable unit has not been examined for patterns of contamination yet. It is April 3, 1991
not clear how it will be determined that the sampling sitgs chosen are not subject to
`hotspot' contamination from past practices.

Ecology Reauirement : Describe how it will be documented that the background sampling sites
in the 300-FF-3 Operable Unit are not contaminated from past practices. Also clarify if the
intent of this phase of the sampling plan is to determine,`baseline' contamination rather
than background.

-^^

=D

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: Samples collected from various locations in the
300-FF-3 Operable Unit will be used to determine baseline,(local background) concentrations.
These analyses will be used to evaluate clean closure for the 304 Facility.
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Hot spots will be determined using statistical analysis. The concentrations will be
evaluated to determine if there is more than one population. The following information will
be included in the text.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: The tolerance interval test will be used to determine the
statistical evidence for 'hot spots' in the local background data. The purpose of the
tolerance interval approach is to define a concentration range (local background threshold)
from local background data, within which a large proportion of the monitoring observations
should fall with high probability. Any 'hot spots' would fall outside of this range and not
be included in the action level determination.

43. Page 7-19, line . Background soil samples will be taken to a depth of 1 foot. Ecology letter of
November 6, 1990

Ecology Requirement : The background sampling must be done at depths appropriate for
comparison with the soil samples taken under the 304 Facility (i.e., samples from the same
soil horizons may be compared). These background samples should also be taken in a manner
that they will be adequate for use in the future for examining the pattern of contamination
in the 300-FF-3 Operable Unit.

DOE-RL/WHC Response: The baseline soil sampling program will match the soil sampling
program ( depth) determined to be necessary for the facility ( see response No. 32).

44. Page 7-19, line 9 . Concrete and asphalt `baseline' samples will be taken from the outside Ecology letter of
storage pad and floor of the building. This area is subject to contamination from past November 6, 1990
operations.

Ecology Reouirement : Background samples for the concrete and asphalt must be taken in an
area that has not been exposed to contamination.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: Concrete and asphalt baseline samples will be located, as much
as possible, away from activities and potential pathways in the facility (see responses
No. 20 and 21).
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Ecology Response No. 1 : Concrete and asphalt background samples may not be obtained within
a TSD unit.

Ecology Reauirement : Refer to comment numbers 20 and 21.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: See responses No. 20'and 21.

Ecology Response No. 2 (Rev. 1) : See comment numbers 20 and 21.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: See DOE-RL/WHC response No. 4 for comments No. 20 and 21.

45. Page 7-19, line 47 . Typographical error. The pe iod is missing at the end of this line.

DOE-RL/WHC Response: The typographical error will be corrected.

46. Page 7-21, line 2 . Soil samples will be taken to a depth of 1 foot through the core holes
left from sampling cracks.

Ecology Requirement : Soil sampling must be done to_a depth adequate for determining the
extent of soil contamination.

DOE-RL/WHC Response: See response No. 32.

December 1, 1994
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Ecology letter of
November 6, 1990

Ecology letter of
November 6, 1990

47. Page 7-26, line 51 . Typographical Error. There is a page break after "manner." Ecology letter of
November 6, 1990

DOE-RL/WHC Response: The typographical error will be corrected.

48. Page 7-27, line 21 . Equipment blanks will be used to determine if equipment decontamination Ecology letter of
procedures are adequate. These samples are collected at the final distilled water rinse in November 6, 1990
the decontamination procedure. Distilled water will not necessarily dissolve all types of
contamination. In other words, contamination may stil l be present, but not dissolved by the
water and will, therefore, not be detected.
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Ecology Requirement : Utilize a method that will detect a wider range contamination on the
equipment in order to assess the decontamination procedures. Refer to EII 5.5, Rev. 1,
Section 6.4, Quality Control.

DOE-RL/WHC Response: As written, the section on equipment blanks is misleading. This blank
is a field quality control method. It is not intended to be used as the method to verify
decontamination of equipment. Decontamination of equipment is performed according to
EII 5.5. The field equipment blank method is used as a quality check on the equipment.
This method has been taken from SW-846. The equipment blank paragraph will be replaced by
the following.

"Equipment blanks serve as a check on sampling device cleanliness. An equipment blank
is comprised of distilled water, which is transported to the site, opened in the field,
and poured over or through the sample collection device, collected in a sample
container, and returned to the laboratory for analysis. These samples will be
collected daily."

49

50

Page 7-30, line 2 . The plan states, "... seals should be attached so that the seal must be Ecology letter of
broken to open the container." November 6, 1990

Ecology Re quirement : Replace the word "should" with "must" in the above statement.

DOE-RL/WHC Response: The sentence will be revised to read: "seals must be attached so that
the seal must be broken to open the container."

Page 7-31, line 45 . Procedures for personnel decontamination will be provided in a sitewide UMM of
health and safety plan. November 17, 1993

Ecology Requirement : These procedures must be discussed within the closure plan.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: A Hanford Site-wide Health and Safety Plan is being prepared to
describe health and safety activities for sampling activities. The plan is currently
undergoing final comment incorporation and is expected to be completed by the end of the
calendar year.

-..;
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Ecology Response No. 1 : The DOE-RL/WHC proposes that the requirement for the unit-specific
personnel decontamination procedures be provided in the Hanford Site-Wide Health and Safety
Plan.

Ecology Reauirement : The unit-specific plan must be presented within the unit's closure
plan. It is anticipated that the health and safety plan for the 304 Concretion unit will be
more detailed than that for the site-wide. Refer to comment number 54.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: A Site-Wide Health and Safety Plan is being prepared and will be
referenced in the closure plan. In addition, the 304 Facility-specific health and safety
plan will be prepared before sampling and added to the closure plan at that time. This plan
is titled Hazardous Waste Operation Permit and will be prepared in accordance with EII 2.2,
Preparation of Hazardous Waste Operation Permit.

Ecology Response No. 2: This is not acceptable. This plan must be submitted prior to
approval of the closure plan; sufficient time for Ecology review is required. The health
and safety plan must be included with the next submittal.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: The position of the DOE-RL and WHC is that stated in DOE-RL/WHC
Response No. 2, comment 50.

Ecology Resnonse No. 3 (Rev. 1): As discussed at the December 19th, 1991 Unit Managers
meeting, it may be acceptable to defer submittal of the Health and Safety Plan until just
prior to sampling at the site. This is contingent upon the submittal of an example Hazardous
Waste Operation Permit to Ecology. The exact details of the timing of HASP submittal and the
sampling plan/closure plan approval will be discussed at future Unit Managers meetings.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 4: An example of a Hazardous Waste Operations Permit will be sent
to Ecology.

51. Page 7-32, line 17 . The plan states that analysca will be performed according to SW-846 Ecology letter of
requirements except for uranium which will be determined by the *SCINTREX UA-3 method. No November 6, 1990
discussion of the specific SW-846 methods is made, nor are the specific analytes mentioned.



THE 304 CONCRETION FACILITY CLOSURE PLAN
NOD RESPONSE TABLE

December 1, 1994
Page 47 of 58

Ecology
No. Comment/Response Concurrence

Ecology Requirement : All analysis planned should be presented in a table which gives the
following information:

• Sampling method
• Analytical method
• Analyte(s)
• Contract detection limit(s).

DOE-RL/WHC Response: The procedure for using the SCINTREX UA-3 Method will be referenced in
the closure plan and a copy provided to Ecology. The analytical method for each analyte
will be included in a table.

52. Page 7-32, line 34 . Non-standard analytical methods will be approved by a Westinghouse Ecology letter of
Hanford contracts representative. No criteria are discussed. November 6, 1990

Ecology Requirement : Any substantial changes to standard analytical methods must be
presented within the closure plan for approval. Criteria for determining what constitutes a
substantial change to a method must be included in the closure plan for approval by Ecology.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: The analysis method in SW-846 is limited to the detection of
gross alpha and beta only. The SCINTREX UA-3 laser method is better suited to detect
uranium. Lines 34 and 35 will be deleted and the procedure will be referenced. A copy of
the procedure will be provided to Ecology.

Ecology Response No. 1 : This is acceptable if uranium testing is the only variance from the
analytical methods stipulated in WAC 173-303-110.

Ecology Requirement : Any analytical methods which deviate significantly from the methods
stipulated in WAC 173-303-110 must be submitted to Ecology to determine acceptance prior to
their use.
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53. Page 7-33, line 4 . A decommissioning work plan is mentioned but not described in any Ecology letter of
detail. November 6, 1990

Ecology Reauirement : The information covered in the decommissioning work plan must be
approved by Ecology prior to implementation. This information must be presented within the
closure plan.

DOE-RL/WHC Response: A'decommissioning work plan' is a generic term for the implementation
procedure used to provide specific field direction to workers performing the decontamination
and demolition. The general decontamination information is included in
Sections 7.4, 7.5, and 7.6 of the closure plan. The decommissioning work plan will specify
sufficient detail for field implementation of the items addressed in these sections.
The deconmissioning work plan will be included as an appendix in the closure plan.
This will take place just before the work begins.

54. Page 7-33, line 8 . The health and safety plan specific to the 304 Facility is not yet UMM of
prepared and, therefore, not presented in the closure plan. November 17, 1993

Ecoloav Requirement : The 304 Facility health and safety plan must be presented within the
closure plan.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: The 304 Facility Health and Safety Plan will be prepared and
included in the closure plan. This plan is titled Hazardous Waste Operation Permit and will
be prepared in accordance with EII 2.2, Preparation of Hazardous Waste Operations Permit.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: See response No. 50.

Ecology Response No. 1: See number 50.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: See response No. 50 ( DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3).

Ecology Response No. 2 (Rev. 1): See response number 50.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: See DOE-RL/WHC response No. 4 for conment 50.
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Page 7-33, line 12 . Standard Westinghouse Hanford radiation wcrk procedures are mentioned Ecology letter of
but not discussed. November 6, 1990

Ecology Requirement : Describe the standard Westinghouse Hanford radiation work procedures.

DOE-RL/WHC Response: Standard WHC radiation work procedures will not be discussed further
in the text. Personnel safety will be fully described in the Site-wide Health and Safety
Plan and in the Site Specific Health and Safety Plan (also known as the Hazardous Waste
Operations Permit). The site-specific health and safety plan will be included in an
appendix in the closure plan.

Page 7-33, line 23 . The plan states that, "excess sample material will be containerized as Ecology letter of
described previously." November 6, 1990

Ecoloov Reauirement: Reference the section where this is described.

DOE-RL/WHC Response: Disposal procedures of unknown or suspect waste materials are
controlled by EII 4.2 Interim Control of Unknown, Suspected Hazardous and Mixed Waste.
The reference will be provided in the text in addition to the summary already provided.

Page 7-33, line 37 . The training courses and activities are listed by title, but the course Ecology letter of
contents are not described. . February 27, 1992

Ecology Requirement : Describe the course contents and list which training is required for
individual job classifications.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: The information provided in the text on training requirements is
sufficient for the purposes of this closure plan.

Ecology Response No. 1 : Although Ecology requested information regarding training, the
DOE-RL/WHC states that the information provided is, "sufficient for the purposes of this
closure plan." The information presented is not adequate.



THE 304 CONCRETION FACILITY CLOSURE PLAN
NOD RESPONSE TABLE

December 1, 1994
Page 50 of 58

Ecology
No. Comment/Response Concurrence

Ecology Reouirement: Describe the course contents and list which training is required for
individual job classifications.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: The following text, table, and appendix will be added to the
closure plan in the appropriate place.

"All personnel involved with the closure procedure of the 304 Facility, will receive a
level of dangerous waste training commensurate with their position. Personnel are
generallylplaced into two job categories, Operations Manager and Supervisors, and
Nuclear Operators.

• Operations Manager and Supervisors are responsible for supervising, coordinating,
and directing the activities of nuclear operators.

• Nuclear Operators are responsible for sampling, packaging, and handling of
dangerous waste, nonradioactive as well as radioactiwe material.

Table 7-41contains a matrix that relates job categories to the individual training
course. Appendix E contains brief descriptions of selected training courses, 'iincluding
descriptidns of the target audience, instructional techniq^ue, evaluation method, length
of course,! and frequency of retraining." I

Ecology Resoonse No. 2: This is not adequate because it is too'narrow in scope. For
example, the 304 Concretion Facility has radiation zones, but RPT's are not covered. Expand
the training section to cover all of the personnel which are required to be present during
the closure activities.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: The training plan has been expanded1to cover all the personnel
that may be req'uired to be present during closure activities. This information is included
in Section 7.3.12.3 and Appendix E of the closure plan. I
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Page 7-35, line 24 . Low-level radioactive mixed waste (LLRMW), will be kept onsite until a Ecology letter of
treatment, storage, and/or disposal facility is available. April 3, 1991

Ecology Requirement : State where and how this material will be stored. In no case will
storage of LLRMW at a nonpermitted facility be allowed that exceeds the 90-day storage
limit.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: The text will be modified to indicate that low-level radioactive
mixed waste will not be stored at a nonpermitted facility for period in excess of 90 days.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: Page 7-24, bullet on line 24 will be modified to read as
follows.

"If the building demolition material is dangerous, low-level radioactive mixed waste
(LLRMW), it will be transferred to the Central Waste Complex for interim storage and
future treatment or disposal. Hanford Site requirements for radioactive solid waste
packaging, storage, and disposal (WHC 1990) will be followed when preparing waste for
storage and/or disposal."

Willis, N. P., 1990, Hanford Site Radioactive Solid Waste Acceptance Criteria,
WHC-EP-0063-2, Westinghouse Hanford Company, Richland, Washington.

Page 7-35, line 31 . Disposal of materials that are not dangerous or radioactive mixed waste Ecology letter of
will be disposed of in an onsite rubble pit or the central landfill. November 6, 1990

Ecology Reauirement : Although building materials are not subject to the Dangerous Waste
Regulations, they must be disposed of at a solid waste landfill which meets the minimal
functional standards in WAC 173-304 or other more stringent local standards. Document that
wastes are disposed of in accordance with applicable laws and regulations and modify the
text accordingly.

DOE-RL/WHC Response: The section will be changed to read as follows, "If the material is
not dangerous and is not LLRMW, the demolition rubble will be disposed of at a solid waste
landfill, which meets the standards in WAC 173-304 and applicable local standards."



THE 304 CONCRETION FACILITY CLOSURE PLAN December 1, 1994
NOD RESPONSE TABLE Page 52 of 58

Ecol ogy
No. Comment/Response Concurrence

60. Page 7-35, line 39 . The plan states, "soils affected by other operations will be left in UMM of
place and managed under CERCLA." This criterion is not appropriate; soils impacted in a November 17, 1993
larger portion of the 300-FF-3 Operable Unit will be appropriately addressed under the
CERCLA cleanup, but only if the 304 treatment, storage, and/or disposal unit is affected, it
should be cleaned under the RCRA closure.

Ecology Requirement : Restate this criterion to reflect the above.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: The sentence will be changed to read as follows, "Soils affected
by other facilities in the 300 Area will be left in place and managed under CERCLA."

Ecology Response No. 1 : There appears to be some confusion about the strategy acceptable to
Ecology. This unit is being permitted to close under WAC 173-303, therefore, the
performance standards of WAC 173-303-610 must-be met. Ecology has determined that if clean
closure of the soils to these standards is not appropriate due to wide-spread contamination
throughout the 300-FF-3 Operable Unit, then the soils must be cleaned to a local area
background contamination levels and the RCRA postclosure must be managed within the
requirements of the CERCLA closure.

Ecology Requirement : Ecology will accept a closure plan in which soils with contamination
levels exceeding the performance standards stipulated under WAC 173-303-610(2)(b) may be
left in place under the following two conditions:

• The contamination levels do not exceed the area background contamination levels present
throughout the 300-FF-3 Operable Unit

• The RCRA postclosure plan provides for management of the 304 Concretion Unit within the
CERCLA cleanup.

Revise the closure plan accordingly.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: The closure strategy for the 304 Facility is presented in
responses No. 4, 17, 18, and the flowchart ( Figure 6-1).
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Ecology Response No. 2: See number 4.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: See response No. 4 (DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3).

Ecology Response No. 3 (Rev. 1): The SCP will impact this section. Namely, it is not
acceptable to leave contaminated soils that exceed the SCP performance standards in place
for remediation under the CERCLA.process.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 4: See DOE-RL/WHC response No. 4 for comment No. 4 and the first
paragraph in DOE-RL/WHC response No. 3 for comment No. 24.

Page 7-35, line 46 . The plan mentions RCRA-listed contaminants. The applicable regulatory Ecology letter of
listing is the Washington State Dangerous Waste Regulations, WAC 173-303. November 6, 1990

Ecology Requirement : Revise the text accordingly.

DOE-RL/WHC Response: The text will be revised. "RCRA-listed contaminates," will be deleted
and `WAC 173-303' will be referenced.

Paae 7-36, line 5 . All equipment will be decontaminated or disposed of, "according to UMM of
regulatory requirements." November 17, 1993

Ecology Requirement : State clearly what is meant by the above statement.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: The sentence will be revised to read: "In addition, all
equipment used during closure activities will be decontaminated or disposed of according to
EIIs 4.2, 5.4, and 5.5.

Ecology Response No. 1 : The DOE-RL/WHC states, "... equipment used during closure
activities will be decontaminated or disposed of according to EIIs 4.2, 5.4, and 5.5."

Ecology Requirement : This is acceptable pending Ecology's review of the cited EIIs.
Ecology anticipates that these will be reviewed as part of the development of the Hanford
Site-Wide Permit.
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63

Ecology Response No. 2 (Rev. 1) : There are portions of these documents, particularly
E.I.I. 4.2, that are not acceptable practices. For example, it is not acceptable at this
facility to delay the marking of the accumulation date for suspected hazardous waste until
after the waste has been verified as dangerous waste or it meets the requirements of section
6.4 of E.I.I. 4.2. In general, these documents are open-ended and vague, and do not
consistently comply with WAC 173-303. It may be more efficient to write specific
requirements for decontamination and interim storage of suspected dangerous waste than to
try to change the E.I.I.'s.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: The EII 4.2 is being revised.

Page 7-36, line 11 . Closure of the 304 Facility will begin after approval by Ecology
according to the schedule presented in Figure 7-15.

Ecology letter of
November 6, 1990

64

Ecology Reauirement : Some of the items on the closure schedule must be reviewed by Ecology
prior to approval of the closure plan and are, therefore, required to be presented within
the plan. For example, the health and safety plan and the work plan must be reviewed.
Revise theclosure plan and schedule accordingly.

DOE-RL/WHC Response: See responses No. 50, 53, and 55. Preparation of health and safety
plans and decommissioning work plans will be removed from the schedule. These are
lower-tier documents for a job-specific site and do not require Ecology approval.

Page 7-37 . A greenhouse is referenced in the closure schedule.

Ecology Requirement : Design drawings and performance specifications must be included within
the work plan for this structure.

DOE-RL/WHC Response: The following will be included in the closure plan.

"Depending on the surface area, method, material, and location of areas to be
decontaminated, a wood frame greenhouse may be necessary to control the spread of
low-level radiological and hazardous contaminants. This greenhouse will provide a
negative air pressure [via high-efficiency particulate air (HEPA) filter equipped

UMM of
November 17, 1993
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exhauster], airlock entry and exits, and othtr attributes similar to an asbestos work
enclosure described by EPA in Asbestos Waste Management Guidance [Occupational Safety
and Health Administration ( OSHA) Regulations, 29 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR)
1926.58 Appendix F]."

Page 8-1. line 25 . Replace, "(legal description of 304 Concretion Facility Site)," with the Ecology letter of
legal description. April 3, 1991

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: The WAC 173-303-610(10) does not require this information if the
facility is clean closed. In addition, the information would not be provided until after
remediation because the size of the area remediated would not be known.

Ecology Response No. 1 : The DOE-RL/WHC argues that a legal description of the unit is not
required at this time because: a) it is not required under WAC 173-303 if the unit is clean
closed, or b) if it is not clean closed, the information would not be provided until after
remediation because the size of the area to be remediated would not be known.

Ecology Reauirement : In order to plan a cleanup of this unit, it is necessary to know the
boundaries. Ecology realizes that there is some difficulty in obtaining the precise legal
boundaries at this point in time, however, we also recognize that boundaries must be
determined in order to determine the scope of the cleanup for this unit. Provide the legal
description of this unit when the information is available. In the interim, provide a
description and illustration of the boundaries of this unit for use in the closure of the
unit. Note that the asphalted area surrounding the building will be considered part of this
unit. The sampling plan must be revised to incorporate this area.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: For the purpose of closing the 304 Facility, the boundaries of
the facility have been determined to be halfway to the neighboring facility on the east,
west, and south and to the street on the north. The boundary is illustrated in Figure 2-3.
This figure will be added to the closure plan. The asphalton the sides of the building
will be included in the sampling plan.

Ecology Response No. 2 (Rev. 1) : The legal description of the facility has not been added
to the postclosure section. Page 8-1, line 25.
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DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: The resolution to this conment was accepted by Ecology (see
DOE-RL/WHC response No. 2). The figure referred to in DOE-RL/WHC response No. 2 for this
comment, along with the boundary discussion, is located in the 304 Concretion Facility
Closure Plan, Revision 1. The discussion is located in the first paragraph of Section 2.
on Page 2-1 of the closure plan. The figure is located on Page 2-4.

66. Page 8-2, line 10 . No postclosure plan is provided and none will be until it is shown that
the site.is not remediable under the CERCLA closure effort.

Ecology Requirement : A postclosure plan with pro"isions for management under the CERCLA
cleanup effort must be provided.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: A postclosure plan is not required unless the facility is not
clean closed. If the soil cannot be clean closed, a section will be added to the closure
plan describing the interim stabilization and care before remediation under the CERCLA RI/FS
process.

Ecology Response No. 1 : The DOE-RL/WHC proposes to provide a postclosure plan if the soil
can not be clean closed which will describe, " .. . the interim stabilization and care prior
to remediation under the CERCLA RI/FS process." This is not adequate for the purposes of a
postclosure plan. The postclosure plan must be provided with the closure plan. It must
provide for management of the unit through the CERCLA closure process. Refer to
WAC 173-303-610(7) for guidance. It will not be necessary to implement the postclosure plan
if the performance standards of WAC 173-303-610(2)(b) for clean closure are met.

Ecology Requirement : Compliance with the above is required.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: The text shown in response No. 17 will be added to the closure
plan. This text indicates the steps that will be taken between closure of the building and
remediation of the soil by the CERCLA RI/FS process if the soil requires remediation from
contamination caused by operations conducted in the 304 Facility.

December 1, 1994
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UMM of
November 17, 1993
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Ecologv Response No. 2: See number 4.
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DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: See response No. 50 (DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3).

Ecology Resoonse No. 3 (Rev. 1): All the possible options for closure of the 304 Concretion
unit must be explained in detail within the closure plan. This includes the postclosure plan
if one of the options for this unit is to leave dangerous waste and/or constituents in
place. In the past DOE-RL/WHC have stated that their intention is to leave dangerous waste
in place in the soil. If this is the closure approach for this facility, then it is
necessary to submit a postclosure plan along with a permit application. WAC 173-303-610
calls for the postclosure plan to be submitted with the permit application within 90 days
following the decision by the owner or operator or the department that the unit must be
closed as a landfill (i.e., dangerous waste will be left in place upon closure).

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 4: The DOE-RL and WHC have not stated that the intention is to
leave waste in place in the soil at this unit. The DOE-RL and WHC have stated that, with
the exception of an imminent health threat, all soil remediation will take place under the
CERCLA RI/FS process for the 300-FF-3 Operable Unit. A final decision on the remediation of
the soil will not be made until after sampling is complete and the ROD for the operable unit
is prepared. See DOE-RL/WHC response No. 4 for comment No. 4 and the first paragraph of
DOE-RL/WHC response No. 3 for comment No. 24.

67. Section 9.0. References . Some of the documents referenced are outdated and have been
superseded by more recent information. For example, the document by T.L. Jones, 1978,
Sediment Moisture Relations: Lysimeter Project 1976-1977 Water Year, could be replaced by
PNL 6400 or a more recent document.

Ecology Requirement : Review the documents referenced and use the most recent accurate
information available. Decade old reports are not acceptable if more recent information is
available. '

December 1, 1994
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Ecology Letter of
February 27, 1992

DOE-RL/WHC Response: The documents referenced in the closure plan will be reviewed to
ensure that the most appropriate up-to-date references are used.



No.

68

69

THE 304 CONCRETION FACILITY CLOSURE PLAN December 1, 1994
NOD RESPONSE TABLE Page 58 of 58

Ecology
Comment/Response Concurrence

Page B-1, line 2 . The table title indicates a 5 percent frequency. UMM of
November 17, 1993

Ecology Requirement : Describe what this 5 percent frequency refers to.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 1: The 5-percent frequency refers to a random sampling of 5 percent
of the gridded sections that are shown on the sampling diagrams. Each area to be sampled
has been broken down into 1 meter grids, 5 percent of which will be randomly sampled.
Because this information is not relevant to random number tables, it will be deleted.

Ecology Response No. 1 : The DOE-RL/WHC explains the table title indication of a 5 percent
frequency.

Ecology Requirement : This type of information should be provided in the quality assurance/
quality control section of the closure plan. Refer to the 2101-M Pond Closure Plan in
development for guidance.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 2: A random 5-percent sampling of the 1-meter-square griddedareais
stated in Section 7.3.2.5, Sampling Locations.

Ecologv Resoonse No. 2 (Rev. 1) : The wording following the dash in the Table B-1 title
should be deleted. The new title will read: "The 304 all Sampling Locations.n Please note
that Table B-1 on page B-2 also needs to be corrected. Correct the other table titles in B-2
as necessary.

DOE-RL/WHC Response No. 3: The changes will be made as suggested by Ecology.

Section 8 : There is no discussion of the notice to the local land use authority. UMM of
October 13, 1994

Ecology Requirement: Add wording that includes the notice to the local land-use authority
per the requirements of WAC 173-303-610(9).

DOE-RL/WHC Response: A sub-section will be added to Chapter 8.0, 'Postclosure', that
includes the notice to the local laind-use authority.

_10
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